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The study attempted to look at college students’ attitudes towards teacher and peer 
feedback on their English papers in culturally-mixed classes which were composed of 
half American students and half ESL (English as Second Language) students. Data were 
collected from sixty-nine students at a university in the U.S.. Students’ survey and 
interview responses reflected and explained their perceptions of effective teacher 
feedback, self-evaluations of learner progress, grammar error corrections/corrective 
feedback (CF), and peer feedback. The helpfulness of native and nonnative English peer 
responders was compared. Results suggested a general belief held by native ad nonnative 
English students that content-based comments should be the most essential component of 
effective writing feedback, which goes in accord with a holistic grading system used by 
the participants’ teachers. Though a majority of ESL learners still showed a strong desire 
for CF, a decreased interest in receiving and learning grammar feedback was found 
among them. Native English students were reported to have a greater enthusiasm about 
grammar feedback than ESL students. While students’ self-evaluations of their potential 
for making progress on different aspects of writing skills showed that grammatical 
improvement tends to be more challenging to achieve than progress on content and 
organizational skills, explicit and heavy CF was favored by the participants as a whole. 
However, a good number of ESL learners expressed a dislike of too many grammar 
corrections. The cross-cultural learning environment was described as enjoyable and 
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beneficial to both native and nonnative learners, but challenges were found in 
establishing effective peer-response relationships resulting from unequal linguistic 
competence levels compounded with cultural barriers among the class. It was observed 
that language backgrounds not only affect one’s perspective of a peer responder’s 
helpfulness, but also influence one’s perceived helpfulness as a reviewer. A shared 
cultural background between an author and a reviewer was found to allow feedback to be 
more effectively used. 
 
Keywords: corrective feedback, CF, grammar feedback, writing feedback, peer feedback, 







Chapter 1. Introduction 
1.1 Background Information 
One top responsibility of writing teachers is to provide comments on student papers that 
allow students to see where they are as a student writer and “whether or not our pedagogical 
practices meet the instructional expectations of students” (Mustafa, 2012, p. 3). Furthermore, 
as pointed out by Sommers (1982), “we comment on student writing to dramatize the 
presence of a reader”, and indicated by Zamel (1985) that writing feedback can “[provide] 
critical information to students about their writing performance” (cited in Mustafa, 2012, p. 
80); there is no doubt that providing writing feedback can help students to transform to 
independent and critical readers and then writers. However, despite long debates since 1970s, 
the most productive approach to providing English writing feedback has yet to be precisely 
developed (Ferris, 2010), even though researchers and teachers have tried to “justify their 
faith in written correction feedback with hard evidence” (Ellis et al., 2008, p. 353).  
Based on the impracticality of giving grammar feedback on all student papers and the 
prescribed steps of grammar acquisition detached from classroom teaching and learning, and 
with support from previous research (Cohen and Bobbins, 1976; Fathman and Whalley, 1990; 
Hendrickson, 1978; Kepner, 1991; Sheppard, 1992), Truscott (1996) suggested the futility 
and complete abandonment of CF (grammar corrective feedback). The publishing of 
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Truscott’s (1996) proposal provoked immediate and fierce battles in the research field of 
English writing. Many researchers and teachers in the area, represented by Ferris (1998, 1999, 
2004) who deemed Truscott’s proposal “premature and overly strong” (1999, p. 1), showed 
their commitment to CF through extensive research (Ashwell, 2000; Bitchener et all, 2005; 
Ellis et al., 2008; Lee, 2004; Montgomery and Baker, 2007; Sheen, 2007).  
At the same time, a small but growing body of empirical research (Berg, 1999; Huang, 
2010; Liou and Peng, 2009; Lundstrom and Baker, 2009; Maarof et al., 2011; Rollinson, 
2005; Strijbos et al., 2010) has started to explore another source of English writing feedback: 
peer response. Peer responses, complementing teacher comments, are a core source of 
feedback (Maarof, 2011; Strigbos, 2010) that promote interactions and intra-actions as well 
as independence and interdependence among students acting as readers and writers. By 
offering and gaining assistance in the middle of the composing process, the dual role of a 
receiver and giver of writing feedback allows students a thorough understanding of the 
revising procedures of writing.  
While research and practice have forcefully confirmed the potential benefit of peer 
response activities (Huang, 2010; Lundstrom and Baker, 2009; Maarof, 2011; Rollinson, 
1998), there are warnings with regard to how such activities should be structured and 
executed (Leki, 1991; Oladejo, 1993). As arguments for and against peer feedback have both 
been seen in literature (Rollinson, 2005), attention starts to be paid to how the responses are 
perceived by students.  
3	  
	  
1.2 Context and Purpose of Study 
Though abundant literature has been published on how teachers should go about 
balancing different types of writing feedback, only a minority of researchers have 
investigated the situation from the perspective of learners (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Mustafa, 
2012). What students value in the many types and forms of comments on their papers and 
how students define helpful feedback, in addition to the strong voices from research, would 
also be of benefit to educators’ decision-making when they ponder their pedagogical 
strategies. In this paper, therefore, one aspect that I will intend to explore is students’ beliefs 
and reactions to different components of writing feedback.  
Another issue considered by this study is students’ perceptions and preferences for peer 
feedback, especially in cross-cultural English writing classes that are composed of half L1 
(first language) and half L2 (second language) English writing learners. Two major factors 
have motivated this investigation. First, peer feedback has become increasingly popular 
among many English writing classes, but its advantages and potential drawbacks have not 
been thoroughly investigated in L2 writing research. Second, when situated in cross-cultural 
learning environments where L1 and L2 English students with different cultural backgrounds 
converge, the complexity of issues with peer-response activities tends to multiply and 
deserves research.  
At Iowa State University, approximately 200 L1 and L2 English students annually enroll 
in cross-cultural English composition courses, including English 150 (ENGL150) and 
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English 250 (ENGL250). For four out of the six major assignments, students in these classes 
are required to exchange and review drafts for each other within small groups that are usually 
pre-assigned by teachers. The peer-response groups are set up and supervised to encourage 
collaboration between L1 and L2 English students. During peer-response sessions, students 
are provided with instruction sheets with a list of questions that students need to respond to 
during or after reading their classmates’ papers. These questions tend to cover all three major 
components of writing: content, organization and grammar, but are designed in a way that 
content and organization are more emphasized by peer responders than grammar, so that 
students won’t take “responding” for “editing”. It is not known if the L1 students have any 
pre-ENGL150 peer-response experience; however, L2 students are in general quite familiar 
with their responsibilities as peer reviewers, since most of them, before enrolling in 
ENGL150, need to complete an array of ESL courses where they regularly do peer-response 
activities.  
As an instructor of ENGL150 classes, I have on the one hand received complaints from 
L1 English students that the inadequate peer-response abilities of L2 English students has 
inhibited their full learning experience. On the other hand, there is a noticeable lack of 
confidence in nonnative English students when commenting on their native English 
classmates’ papers. In light of the apparent paucity of research on native-nonnative 
peer-response partnerships, it is important to look into this issue, and detect latent 
discordances that may undermine students’ learning.  
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This study is situated in the ENGL150 context. As L2 English students often enroll in 
ESL classes such as 099L (listening), 099R (reading), 101B (intermediate-level composition) 
and 101C (advanced-level composition) before they are allowed in ENGL150 (Instructor 
Guide ISUComm Foundation Courses), ENGL150 is a regular composition course designed 
for first-year students in general rather than for ESL students only. Based on the rationale 
that “thesis, organization, evidence [supporting the thesis] are all more important than 
grammar and spelling”, its curriculum follows “the top-down model … [that] tends to assume 
that the students mostly understand sentence- and word-level issues” (S. Pagnac, personal 
communication, March 9, 2011). This can be seen from the holistic grading system (see 
Appendix H) that ENGL150 instructors are encouraged to follow. The grading system is 
excerpted from the Instructor Guide for ENGL150, and demonstrates the idea that content 
(context and substance) and organization are placed ahead of grammar (style) in terms of 
student assessment. Underpinning this grading model is instructors’ awareness of “the 
persistency of certain errors” on nonnative English students’ papers (Instructor Guide 
ISUComm Foundation Courses, p.39). The ENGL150 teacher handbook also warns 
ENGL150 instructors against the tendency to “edit” papers for students, which may 
overwhelm students, but instead they are asked to correct repeated errors only (Teaching 
Assistant Handbook).  
Given the slow process of grammar learning, however, it is still commonplace to expect 
papers with grammar issues from some ENGL150students, especially nonnative English 
6	  
	  
students. Provided ESL students’ strong desire for grammar feedback (e.g. Ashwell, 2000; 
Cathcart and Olsen, 1976; Fathman and Whalley, 1990; Hendrickson, 1978; Lee, 2004; 
Radecki and Swales, 1988; Semke, 1984), how will they react to their instructors’ 
well-intended grading approach that correcting all errors would be potentially overwhelming 
and detrimental to student learning? How will the holistic grading system and the 
mixed-cultural classroom setting influence students’ perceptions of quality writing feedback? 
1.3  Research Questions 
Situated in the culturally-mixed ENGL150 context, this study will address the following 
four research questions: 
1. Among grammar, organization and ideas, which component do students value the 
most and the least in their definitions of effective writing feedback? 
2. How do students evaluate their own potential for improvement in the three elements 
of writing ability: grammar accuracy, paper organization, and logic and coherence of 
ideas? 
3. What preferences and expectations do students have of grammar corrections on their 
papers? 
4. In what type of role do students perceive their peers as a source of feedback on their 
writings in cross-cultural classroom settings? 
Research Question #1 examines how students define effective writing feedback. Research 
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Question #2 tries to find out student perceived benefits of certain types of teacher comments 
and explore how the perceptions relate to the student definitions of effective writing feedback. 
In light of the existing literature about ESL students’ strong favor for grammar corrective 
feedback, Research Question #3 specially focuses on students’ attitudes towards grammar 
feedback from ENGL150 instructors; Research Question #4 studies how students value peer 

















Chapter 2. Literature Review 
As “grammar and lexis are inextricable from meaning in writing discourse” and “L2 
writers are ultimately evaluated based on their control of language and text construction in 
their written discourse” (Hinkel, 2006, p. 124), insights from literature have demonstrated 
growing recognition that “L2 writing requires a substantial range of grammar and lexical 
skills” (Hinkel, 2006, p. 125). However, there have been arguments that the teaching of 
grammar and language conventions and usages has been shortchanged in content-oriented 
curriculum (Tremmel, 2011, cited in Smagorinsky et al., 2011). This noted lack of grammar 
and lexis instruction (Celce-Murcia, 2001; Christie, 1998; Martin, 1992; cited in Hinkel, 
2006), as explicitly pointed out in Hinkel (2006), “disadvantages L2 learners in their 
vocational, academic, and professional careers and ultimately reduces their options” (p. 124).  
Though it has become clear and unambiguous that explicit grammar and lexis instruction 
is critical in language writing classrooms, how teachers should approach the distribution of 
feedback on the multiple elements of L2 writing has for a long time remained a controversial 
argument. Literature in the area is flooded with voices for and against pedagogical strategies 
with regard to instruction of syntactic and lexical features of language. As it is important to 
inform teachers of L2 students’ general beliefs of quality writing feedback, there are 
investigations focused on L2 English students’ opinions about the role of teachers as 
feedback providers. Meanwhile, there is increasing attention from researchers to peer 
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response activities in English writing classes.  
Chapter 2 briefly encapsulates what the literature has suggested about teacher strategies 
regarding writing feedback, L2 students’ expectations and views of teacher comments, and 
the benefits and potential pitfalls of peer-response activities.  
2.1 Definition of Grammar Error Corrections 
Before looking at the content of literature in the field, it is necessary to clarify that the 
term “grammar error corrections” is used in this study to refer to teachers’ and peers’ general 
responses to grammar errors. A distinction has been made in literature about the differences 
between “error feedback” and “error corrections” (Long, 1977; Lee, 2004). “Error feedback” 
includes responses to students’ errors that may come in different types, such as hints 
encouraging students’ self-corrections, marks indicating the existence of problems, and so 
forth. But “error corrections” means specifically the act of replacing mistakes with correct 
answers. To avoid confusion, it is important to note that “error corrections” in this study 
refers to all types of comments ---- either explicit or implicit ---- on students’ errors, and is 
thus interchangeable with the term “error feedback”.  
2.2 What the Literature Tells Teachers to Do 
The last several decades has seen “a number of pendulum swings” (Sheen, 2010, p. 169) 
with regard to how teachers should treat L2 learner errors. In 1950s and 1960s when the 
audio-lingual approach was popular, teachers were expected to bear no tolerance of L2 
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learner errors, as it was believed that errors should be corrected immediately and completely 
so that they can be eliminated from L2 learners’ habits. In late 1960s, the popularity of 
audio-lingual approach decreased as positive views associated with L2 learner errors started 
to arise. Errors were then interpreted as an inevitable part of L2 learning, and the position of 
grammatical accuracy in language learning was gradually replaced by fluency of 
communications; therefore, teachers were expected to encourage student interactions by 
paying less or even no attention to L2 students’ grammar errors. Recent years, however, with 
the recognition of interactionist theories, has started to see the emphasis shifted back to 
explicit and intensive error corrections, because they are viewed helpful for L2 students’ 
grammar learning (e.g., Celce-Murcia & Olshtain, 2005; Hinkel, 2004; Paltridge, 2004; 
Snow, 2005; cited in Hinkel, 2011).  
In commitment to striving for a definite answer to this long-lasting argument, many 
empirical studies (Ashwell, 2000; Bitchener et all, 2005; Cohen and Bobbins, 1976; Ellis et 
al., 2008; Fathman and Whalley, 1990; Kepner, 1991; Lee, 2004; Montgomery and Baker, 
2007) have been carried out but unfortunately pointed to different and sometimes even 
opposing pedagogical directions for teachers. Though research efforts (Ferris, 1999a, 2002, 
2003; Goldstein, 2001, 2005; cited in Leki, I., Cumming, A., & Silva, T., 2008) intended to 
collect “diverse evidence to demonstrate the value of judicious, purposeful error correction” 
(Leki, I., Cumming, A., & Silva, T., 2008, p. 84), it is hard to forcefully prove the efficacy of 
grammar error corrections (Chastain, 1990; Fazio, 2001; Kepner, 1991; Leki, 1990; Polio, 
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Fleck, & Leder, 1998; Robb, Ross, & Shortreed, 1986; cited in Leki, I., Cumming, A., & 
Silva, T., 2008). 
The inconclusive discussions with regard to L2 grammar acquisition have placed English 
writing instructors in a dilemma. On the one hand, instructors are hesitant to ignore the 
widely-acknowledged strong desire of students for CF; on the other hand, they feel the need 
to free themselves from being “composition slaves” (Hairston, 1986), and are aware of the 
responsibility for updating their pedagogical strategies as advised by prevalent literature that 
teachers for L2 learners should focus on global messages rather than the surface-level 
language(Hairston, 1986; Zamel, 1985). 
While increased efforts failed to offer clues as to how teachers should treat L2 learner 
errors, the focus of research began to expand; one area that has received great attention is 
how students perceive the usefulness of teacher feedback. One voice in literature against 
considering students’ attitudes and preferences argues that students are not able to judge what 
works best for themselves, so teachers should be responsible for making pedagogical 
decisions for students (Truscott, 1999). This idea has merit to some extent, since the 
student-teacher relationship tends to assume that students need teachers’ help and guidance to 
make progress; but this does not mean that students’ thoughts can be overlooked, because 
students are the ultimate decision-makers with regard to how to deal with teacher guidance.  
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2.3 Why do Student Expectations Matter? 
Though Truscott’s (1999) argument that students cannot make wise decisions for 
themselves is true to some degree, it is essentially dubious: how can teachers claim to know 
what works best for students if they do not explore and understand the students’ thoughts? 
Mismatches between teachers’ assumptions and students’ needs are likely to occur if students’ 
expectations are disregarded; these mismatches tend to cause problems such as increased 
student frustration and anxiety along with decreased student motivation and production tend 
to arise. As writing feedback is intended for the benefit of learners, their definitions of 
effective feedback should certainly have some influence on composition classrooms, 
including ESL writing classes and cross-cultural ENGL150 classes.   
One major reason that teachers should consider L2 student preferences for writing 
feedback when commenting on their papers is that, according to research, there is a 
correlation between L2 learners’ attitudes towards writing feedback and the efficacy of the 
feedback (Allwright, 1975; Ferris 1996; Sheen, 2007). Based on the belief that a relationship 
exists between students’ self-motivation and the attention paid to their preferences, Ferris 
(1996) emphasized the necessity of addressing L2 students’ strong preference for grammar 
corrections. Leki (1999) argued that in order to allow students to gain the maximum amount 
of profit from teacher feedback, it is essential for teachers and students to agree on the 
criteria of quality writings.  
Other reasons that urge teacher attention to students’ expectations of writing feedback 
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include the fact that mismatches between teacher and student notions would impair the 
pedagogical credibility of teachers (Oladejo, 1993; Radecki and Swales, 1988). When 
students’ learning goals are not achieved, they “may consciously or subconsciously question 
the credibility of the teacher and/or the instructional approach in cases where corrective 
feedback is not provided” (Schulz, 1996, p. 349). Students’ beliefs can also inform 
administrators at language programs with regard to student needs and goals, so that they can 
be better catered to (Ismail, 2011).  
As researchers and teachers have begun to realize the importance of learning student 
beliefs regarding what constitutes effective feedback on their papers, growing literature about 
their preferences for writing comments has been published.  
2.4 L2 Learner Expectations of Grammar Error Corrections 
In order to justify the necessity of protecting the originally primary position of grammar 
corrections in teacher feedback, one reason argued by Ferris (1999) in the debate wars is L2 
students’ clear and strong favor of receiving grammar error feedback from teachers (Fathman 
and Whalley, 1990; Hendrickson, 1978; Semke, 1984). Though recent studies have shown a 
mismatch between students’ and teachers’ beliefs of what forms of grammar feedback would 
benefit student learning the most, and call for a shift in the paradigm of writing feedback 
from “its individualistic boundaries to become more dynamic and social” (Mustafa, 2012, p. 
10), L2 students’ strong reliance on grammar feedback is obvious (e.g. Ashwell, 2000; 
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Cathcart and Olsen, 1976; Chenoweth, Day, Chun & Luppescu, 1983; Hendrickson, 1978; 
Lee, 2004). 
However, abundant literature has indicated the ineffectiveness of grammar error 
corrections on either L1 or L2 students’ language learning. After reviewing 25 years of 
research on the effect of teacher feedback to L1 English speakers’ learning of writing, 
Knoblauch and Brannon (1981) concluded that error corrections contributed only minimally 
to the improvement of these students’ grammatical accuracy. Leki (1991) pointed out that 
even though consistent and intensive grammar error corrections may positively affect ESL 
students’ grammar performances, the effect tends to disappear in relaxed communication 
settings (as opposed to in-class environments), which are the ultimate learning purpose.  
Nevertheless, despite the findings that grammar corrections are usually found only 
minimally beneficial to students’ writing proficiency statistically (Hendrickson, 1978), ESL 
students have been observed to perceive grammar feedback facilitating and necessary for the 
acquisition of second language writing skills (Chenoweth, Day, Chun & Luppescu, 1983). In 
their eyes, grammar feedback, according to investigations, is the most important aspect of 
writing feedback and they desire more grammar error corrections than what they already 
receive (Ashwell, 2000; Cathcart and Olsen, 1976; Hendrickson, 1978; Lee, 2004; Radecki 
and Swales, 1988).  
It seems that L2 students are enthusiastic about error corrections though researchers and 
teachers have deemed the corrections far from being helpful to students’ language learning 
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and even begun to doubt the necessity of offering grammar feedback. The contradictory 
opinions held by the L2 students and their teachers apparently exhibits a mismatch between 
learner perceptions and teacher beliefs on how grammar problems should be treated. While 
researchers have offered suggestions to tackle this mismatch, another channel to gain writing 
feedback has started to gain popularity among students and attracted increasing attention of 
researchers: writing feedback from peers.  
2.5 What the Literature Says about Peer Response 
Peer response activities have received a growing amount of attention due to their 
popularity in writing classes and their benefits to students’ learning of writing. Three major 
advantages of peer-response activities have been outlined by Rollinson (2005): helpful 
feedback, access to a real audience and enhanced collaboration. Students cannot only provide 
useful feedback to each other, they are also able to offer the input of another perspective that 
is usually different from and more specific than teacher feedback (Caulk, 1994; Berg, 1999; 
Chaudron, 1984; cited in Rollinson, 2005). The presence of an authentic and responsive 
audience serves as a think tank where student writers can pilot the written presentation of 
their thoughts and then make adjustments so the final product better caters to the needs and 
backgrounds of target readers. Also, peer-response activities tend to trigger intense 
“socio-cognitive interactions involving arguing, explaining, clarifying, and justifying” 
(Rollinson, 2005, p. 25) among students that can add interest and effectiveness to English 
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writing instruction (Huang, 2010). In their paper titled “To give is better than to receive”, 
Lundstrom and Baker (2009) stressed that students who are active comment makers in the 
long term tend to outperform the ones passively receiving feedback, and encouraged students 
to take on the teachers’ role and become feedback givers. 
Despite the enormous potential benefits that peer response can contribute to the 
developing of English writing, research has recommended that such activities be exercised 
with caution. Investigations have observed a reluctance or defense mechanism in students to 
seek peer responses due to the lack of helpfulness of peer feedback in their view (Leki, 1991; 
Oladejo, 1993; Rollinson, 1998; Rollinson, 2005). Drawbacks of peer-response activities are 
usually a result of their ineffective setups in terms of time allotted, diversity and size of 
grouping, use of teacher roles, and availability of pre-training (Rollinson, 2005). 
To achieve the potential benefits and avoid the drawbacks of peer-response activities, it 
is important for teachers and researchers to look into student reports of what has happened 
during peer-response activities, and how students perceive the helpfulness of peer feedback. 
This is a rewarding process to find out the advantages and disadvantages of how 
peer-response activities should be organized with a certain group of students. 
2.6 What Needs to be Studied 
L2 grammar acquisition is challenging. It demands “enormous amounts of brute practice 
in mapping meanings and situations to words and structures” (Gaskell and Cobb, 2004, p. 
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304). Since the mapping practices happen more often outside classrooms, writing teachers 
sometimes find themselves disturbed at how limited they are to help. Hinkel (2011) has 
described the function of error corrections as paradoxical: on the one hand, the ability of L2 
writers to detect and correct language errors is a “developmental process at least to some 
extent” (p. 530); it has been found that it is virtually an impossible mission to completely 
eradicate all sentence- and word-level issues (e.g., Cutting, 2000; Ferris, 1995, 1997, 2002; 
Ferris & Roberts, 2001; McCretton & Rider, 1993; Schleppegrell, 2002; cited in Hinkel, 
2011). Meanwhile, a mismatch between teachers and L2 students’ notions regarding the role 
of grammar error feedback has been found in research. 
Many suggestions have been made by researchers to deal with this mismatch. Apart from 
calling for teachers’ flexibility handling grammar error corrections (Oladejo, 1993), research 
has seen repeated warnings of the strong necessity to bridge the gap in communication 
between researchers, teachers and students (Leki, 1991; Radecki and Swales, 1988; Schulz, 
1996). To stress the importance of enhancing teacher-student communications, Leki (1991) 
pointed out that “those of us who believe that an excessive focus on error can be debilitating 
for students and pointlessly time consuming for teachers must at least consider the need to 
explain and defend our versions of how to teach language and writing” (p. 210). Along with 
the growing voice for the congruity between learner perceptions and pedagogical practice 
and teacher beliefs, some researchers (Radecki and Swales, 1988; Schulz, 1996) have 




However, decades have passed and teachers are still anticipating an agreed approach to 
the type of writing feedback. Given the teacher solutions suggested by research, have 
students’ perspectives of effective writing feedback altered? To respond to this question, 
further studies are necessary. This study examines student writers’ definitions of helpful 
writing feedback (Research Question #1) and the perceived efficacy of different types of 
feedback (Research Question #2). Though research has suggested researchers and teachers 
share their beliefs with students, no research has reported possible effects of doing this. This 
study attempts to find out how students would react if teachers explained the reasons behind 
their hesitancy of providing as much grammar feedback as learners expect (Research 
Question #3). In addition, peer response, as a common method for student writers to gain 
feedback on their written products, has been a relatively new area of research that entails 
more investigations, especially on peer partner relationships between native and nonnative 
students. As a result, exploring students’ perspectives of peer-response activities among 








Chapter 3. Methodology 
Chapter 3 outlines when and how the study was carried out. Details include who 
participated in the study, what instruments were used to collect data and how the data were 
analyzed.  
3.1 Materials 
Two instruments were used in the study: a questionnaire and a follow-up interview. To 
guarantee the clarity and appropriateness of the items on the survey, they were reviewed by a 
panel of three professors and then piloted among a target group of ENGL150 students before 
the study was carried out. A guideline (see Appendix B) was created for collecting data from 
interviewees, and an ENGL150 instructor reviewed it before it was used. This ENGL150 
instructor also helped the researcher collect part of the interview data, due to reasons that are 
explained in the “procedure” section below. 
3.1.1 Questionnaires 
Developed based on modifications of the survey used by Leki (1991), the questionnaire 
(see Appendix A) included fifteen items. The items came in a variety of types such as 
multiple-choice items, Likert scales, rating scales, and open-ended questions. The 
questionnaire used by Leki (1991) didn’t have any open-ended question, but this item type 
was commonly adopted in this study with an intention to elicit flexible and participant-led 
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responses from students. 
Using a survey as the data collection method was used in the study because it “provides 
a quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by 
studying a sample of that population” (Creswell, 2007), and tends to yield objective and 
easy-to-generalize data. It has been widely used in research studies (e.g. Aladejo, 1993; 
Chenoweth et al., 1983; Lee, 2004; Leki, 1991; Radecki and Swales, 1988; Schulz, 1996; 
Straub, 1997) that explore students’ attitudes towards English writing feedback.  
Little negative feedback was received on the draft questionnaire used in the pilot test; as 
a result, the final questionnaire came out basically identical to the draft except that the final 
questionnaire contained one fewer question. Because of this, the responses collected from the 
pilot test were also counted as part of the data looked into in this study.  
3.1.2 Interviews 
The interview was intended to draw detailed input from the participants to complement 
the generally brief responses collected from the surveys. A guideline (see Appendix B) with 
nine questions was created to facilitate the interviews, but the interviews were 
semi-structured, which means that interviewees were given more than nine questions when 
interviewers considered additional questions as necessary. There are two advantages of using 
a qualitative research interview for data collection. First, open-ended questions offer 
autonomy to participants and encourage them to talk freely (Jensen and Jankowski, 1991). 
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Second, a semi-controlled interview allows the interviewer to elicit in-depth inquiries around 
the initial responses provided by a respondent (Wimmer and Dominick, 1997). 
Following the quantitative survey, the qualitative interview method can provide 
explanations of the generalized data drawn from the survey method, and thus allow a detailed 
exploration with a few individuals which can provide a complete and detailed picture of the 
researched issue (Creswell, 2007).  
3.2 Participants 
Eighty-nine students responded to the survey; however, only sixty-nine of them 
completed it. These respondents consisted of thirty-six native English-speaking students and 
thirty-three non-native English speakers. Twenty-three of these participants, including twenty 
L1 students and three L2 students, expressed their willingness to be interviewed. But based 
on their language backgrounds and their input on the survey, only nine were chosen as 
interviewees. In other words, the interviewee sample was chosen to best represent the 
constituents and beliefs of cross-cultural ENGL150 classes. Thus, because there were only 
three potential American interviewees available, all of them were interviewed. Meanwhile, 
because the twenty potential L2 interviewees consisted of sixteen Chinese students and four 
Indian students, and because the L2 students of a cross-cultural ENGL150 class mainly come 
from China, four Chinese participants were selected for the interview, and two Indian 
students were chosen. These interviewees rather than others were selected because their 
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responses to the survey could at least to some extent represent the general trend of attitudes 
detected based on the survey. 
First-year undergraduates constituted the vast majority of the participants, and the rest 
were sophomores. Table 3.1 is a visual illustration of the language backgrounds of the 
subjects in the study. 
Table 3.1 Participants in the Study and Their Language Backgrounds 
 Survey Interview 
Native English Speakers 36 3 
 
Nonnative English Speakers 
 
33 
6 = 4 Chinese speakers 
+ 2 Indian speakers 
Total 69 9 
3.3 Procedure & Data Collection 
The survey was made available online through Qualtrics.com. With the agreement and 
help of instructors teaching the cross-cultural ENGL150 classes in fall 2011, the link to the 
online survey was put up onto their Moodle course management websites, to which the target 
participants had regular access. The researcher then scheduled 10-minute class visits and 
introduced to the classes the purpose of the study. While student participation and their 
honest responses were encouraged, it was made clear to them that their participation would 
be kept anonymous and have no impact on their ENGL150 course grades. The interested 
students then responded to the survey independently outside class, which to some degree 
ensured the authenticity of the data since it was largely driven by interest.  
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As there were two target classes that were taught by the researcher, in order to avoid 
exerting pressure on these students with regard to their decisions to participate, the other 
aforementioned ENGL150 instructor was asked to introduce the study to these students on 
behalf of the researcher. The anonymity of participants’ responses was emphasized. It was 
also made clear that volunteers for the follow-up interviews would be interviewed by the 
other ENGL150 instructor, and their names wouldn’t be released to the researcher until all 
students’ course grades were submitted.  
All questionnaire responses were collected from early November to middle November 
2011. Though the target students had not yet finished all of their ENGL150 coursework, they 
had already completed the major assignments that focused on writing (what remained were a 
visual creation task and a portfolio assignment where students were asked to do reflections 
on their course performances throughout the semester). Potential interviewees were contacted 
via email either by the researcher or the other ENGL150 instructor. The length of the 
interviews ranged from ten to twenty-five minutes, and all conversations were recorded and 
later transcribed.  
The follow-up interviews started in the middle of November 2011, immediately 
following the completion of survey data collection. Five interviews were conducted from 
middle November to early December before the fall semester ended in 2011. As it was hard 
to schedule interviews during the busy finals’ week in 2011 with some students who wished 
to be interviewed, four other interviews were postponed to the second week of the spring 
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semester, 2012. Since the fall semester course grades had been already submitted and the 
interviewees had agreed, these four participants were all interviewed directly by the 
researcher, regardless of their familiarity with the researcher. 
3.4 Data Analysis 
Student responses to the non-open-ended questions were statistically processed by 
Qualtrics.com and presented in the form of tables. Their responses to the open-ended 
questions of the survey were studied and categorized. The interview-based qualitative data 
served to interpret the survey results on a micro level. 
Table 3.2 demonstrates what items on the survey and interview were intended to address 
which research question (RQ).  
Table 3.2.  Correlation between RQs and Survey and Interview Questions 
RQ Survey Item Interview Question 
#1: Student definitions of the 
helpfulness of writing feedback 
#1, 2, 3 
Likert scales 
#1, 2, 3 
open-ended 
#2: Student self-reported potential for 
improvement in different aspects of 
writing skills 




#3: Student attitudes towards written 
grammar feedback  
#7, 8, 9, 10, 11 
multiple-choice & 
open-ended 
#5, 6  
open-ended 
#4: Role of peer comments in 
students’ learning process of English 
writing 
#12, 13, 14, 15 
rating scales & 
open-ended 
#7, 8, 9 
open-ended 
To address RQ #1, participants’ responses to the first three items on the survey and 
interview were looked at. By observing how the responses were statistically distributed, and 
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by comparing the results from L1 English students with those from L2 students, it could be 
seen how students define and perceive different types of writing feedback and what disparity, 
if any, concerning their expectations on written feedback exist between students from 
different backgrounds.  
RQ #2 was tied to Items 4-6 on the survey. Item 4 and 5 were intended to elicit students’ 
capacity for feedback retention, and Item 6 was designed to learn their progress in different 
aspects of writing skills. By comparing the quantitative data based on these items and 
referring to student answers to question #4 on the interview, it was learned how students 
assess their own ability to utilize different types of feedback for improvement.  
To find out answers to RQ #3, how students believe grammar errors should be treated, 
student responses to Items 7-11 on the survey were examined.  Items 7 and 8 were intended 
to collect students’ attitudes towards different grammar correction techniques. Items 9 and 10 
were intended to explore students’ expected amount of error corrections (a large number of 
grammar error corrections/a large amount of grammar corrective feedback means correcting 
70%-100% of the existing errors on a student paper; a small number of grammar error 
corrections/a small amount of grammar corrective feedback means correcting 0%-30% of the 
existing errors on a student paper). Item 11 was designed to elicit student reactions to 
research literature suggesting the ineffectiveness of correcting students’ grammar errors. To 
analyze students’ replies to the open-ended questions, Items 9, 10 and 11, categories were 
used to classify the replies. For example, Table 3.3 is an illustration of the categories used for 
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Item 9.  




become aware of existing problems 
appreciate teachers’ effort 
become motivated to work harder for future assignments 




unsatisfied with self performance but glad to be informed of 
problems 
Indifferent unconcerned 
N/A irrelevant response 
 Items 12-15 on the survey were designed to probe into RQ #4 on students’ perceptions of 
the helpfulness of peer feedback. Items 12 and 13 are rating scales and were intended to 
assess peer feedback. Items 14 and 15 are open-ended questions that were intended to elicit 
explanations of the assessment. Categories (e.g. Table 3.4 presents the categories used for 
Item 14) were used to classify student replies to the two open-ended questions.  




knowledgeable about English in all aspects 
knowledgeable about English grammar 
More helpful based on experience 
easier to communicate with 
Prefer non-natives knowledgeable about certain aspects of English 
No preference:  
either is OK 
able to receive comments from different 
perspectives 
N/A irrelevant response 
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Chapter 4. Results and Discussion 
Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study. The four research questions are addressed 
one by one and in detail. Possible interpretations of the findings are given based on the 
qualitative and quantitative data collected via surveys and interviews. For purpose of data 
analysis, unless noted otherwise, student responses are used verbatim. 
4.1 Research Question #1 
- Effectiveness of Written Teacher and Peer Feedback Defined by Students 
Based on the replies by all sixty-nine participants to Item 1 and Item 2 on the survey, 
which are illustrated respectively in Table 4.1 and 4.2, students in general highly value all 
types of feedback on their writings. While nearly no one suggests that no attention be paid to 
their writing problems, almost 81% to 93% of the participants expect high or some attention 
given to their problems on all three aspects of writing: content, organization and grammar. 
By adding the percentages in the “High Attention” column to those in the “Some Attention” 
column, it can be calculated that the biggest amount of attention is anticipated on the content 
of a paper, followed closely by organization, while comparatively grammar feedback seems 







Table 4.1. Student Anticipated Attention to Different Writing Problems  
(L1 and L2 Students Combined) 







Grammar 39.1% 42.0% 14.5% 4.3% 
Content 59.4% 33.3% 7.2% 0.0% 
Organization 58.0% 30.4% 11.6% 0.0% 
Table 4.2. Frequency of Carefully Attending to Writing Feedback  
(L1 and L2 Students Combined) 
Item #2 Always Usually Occasionally Never 
Grammar 52.2% 23.2% 23.2% 1.4% 
Content 59.4% 29.0% 10.1% 1.4% 
Organization 50.7% 36.2% 11.6% 1.4% 
The results concluded from Item 2 are in accordance with those based on Item 1. From 
Table 4.2 above, it can be seen that a majority of students (75% to 90%) tend always to 
carefully or habitually read teacher comments on their work, while there is only one 
participant who shows complete disregard for all types of feedback. Feedback on content 
enjoys the highest popularity among students in terms of its frequency of being carefully read: 
88.4% of the participants report that they would always or regularly read content-related 
comments on their papers; grammar feedback is given somewhat less attention, with 75.4% 






Table 4.3. Anticipated Attention to Different Writing Problems (L1 Students) 
Item #1 High 
Attention 
Some Attention Little 
Attention 
No Attention 
Grammar 51.5% 36.4% 12.1% 0.0% 
Content 63.6% 33.3% 3.0% 0.0% 
Organization 66.7% 24.2% 9.1% 0.0% 
Table 4.4. Frequency of Attending to Writing Feedback (L1 Students) 
Item #2 Always Usually Occasionally Never 
Grammar 57.6% 24.2% 18.2% 0.0% 
Content 69.7% 18.2% 12.1% 0.0% 
Organization 57.6% 27.3% 15.2% 0.0% 
 Similarities and differences exist between the native and nonnative students’ 
expectations of helpful writing feedback. According to Table 4.3, 87.9% to 96.9% of L1 
participants expect high or some attention to all three aspects of their writing problems, with 
content being the most important element and grammar relatively the least important. This is 
a strong indicator of L1 students’ belief of getting comprehensive feedback from teachers. 
This belief can be further confirmed by the results illustrated by Table 4.4: most of the L1 
participants carefully read teacher feedback all the time or most of the times (grammar: 
81.8%, organization: 84.9%; content: 87.9%).  
Results from nonnative English learners demonstrate that nonnative English writing 
learners also highly value all types of written feedback on their papers. Only 11% to 25% of 
the non-English participants suggest little or no attention be paid to any aspect of their 
writing problems, while 75% to 89% of them expect all these problems to be reviewed with 
high or some attention (see Table 4.5). Similar to the belief held by native English learners, 
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content is regarded the most important component of a paper, while grammar seems to be 
comparatively the least important part. The results based on Table 4.6 serve as additional 
evidence of L2 learners’ high expectations of receiving teacher feedback, with comments on 
the ideas of a paper being the most valued and grammar feedback of slightly less concern. 
This may indicate that ENGL150 L2 writing learners’ attitudes toward grammar feedback 
have been evolving. Contradicting from what’s has been shown in the literature (Cathcart and 
Olsen, 1976; Hendrickson, 1978; Radecki and Swales, 1988; Ashwell, 2000; Lee, 2004), they 
start to value content feedback more than feedback on grammar.  
Table 4.5. Anticipated Attention to Different Writing Problems (L2 Students) 
Item #1 High 
Attention 
Some Attention Little Attention No Attention 
Grammar 27.8% 47.2% 16.7% 8.3% 
Content 55.6% 33.3% 11.1% 0.0% 
Organization 50.0% 36.1% 13.9% 0.0% 
Table 4.6. Frequency of Carefully Attending to Writing Feedback (L2 Students) 
Item #2 Always Usually Occasionally Never 
Grammar 47.2% 22.2% 27.8% 2.8% 
Content 50.0% 38.9% 8.3% 2.8% 
Organization 44.4% 44.4% 8.3% 2.8% 
Though both native and nonnative students seem to attach the least importance to 
grammar feedback, only 18.2% of the NS (native speakers) group would habitually disregard 
teacher comments on their grammar issues; in comparison, 30.6% of the NNS (nonnative 
speakers) group report their habitual behaviors of ignoring grammar feedback. This means 
that L1 learners seem to be more motivated than L2 learners to attend to teacher comments 
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on the grammatical aspects of their writing.  
Why do students value content and organization feedback more than grammar feedback? 
Several interviewees have explained their reasons:  
Interviewee 9: “Because the content is what you want to tell the public and how you 
want to tell it. That’s kind of the most important of an essay or a project.” 
Interviewee 3: “I think [content and organization] are the stress. You need those more to 
get your points pass than just plain grammar. ” 
Overall, it seems that some students have begun to realize that content, being the purpose 
and motivation behind an article, is the most important element in writing; though grammar 
accuracy is also essential to ensure effective communications between an author and the 
target audience, what the author says needs to be considered first. 
What have contributed to the changes in L2 student’s perceptions of grammar feedback? 
The holistic grading system that ENGL150 instructors use may be one reason. From the two 
L2 student responses below, we can find that Student 21 and Student 8 have pointed out that 
they have realized the difficulty of learning grammar and suggest grammar accuracy weigh 
less in the grading system.  
Student 21: “Since, I'm a non native English speaker, I find grammar a bit difficult. […] 
The language and grammar should not be focused while grading.” 
Student 8: “… for international students, they need more time to improve grammar than 
local students, therefore grammar should not be counted as a big part of 
grading.”  
 While there is no doubt that students in general expect a great amount of feedback on 
their papers, there another question arises: whom do students believe should be feedback 
providers? Based on Table 4.7, it is obvious that peers are considered the least obliged 
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reviewers in the eyes of all participants, while it is hard to tell whether teachers or students 
themselves are regarded as the primary source of written feedback.  
Table 4.7.  Primary Feedback Providers Expected by Students 
(L1 and L2 Students Combined) 
Item #3 Your Teacher Student (Yourself) Your Classmates (Peers) 
Grammar 43.5% 40.6% 15.9% 
Content 40.6% 43.5% 15.9% 
Organization 43.5% 47.8% 8.7% 
Table 4.8 and Table 4.9 below respectively show native and nonnative English 
participants’ thoughts on teachers, peers, and themselves as sources of written feedback. 
Based on Table 4.8, it can be seen that L1 writing learners are mostly self-dependent in terms 
of reviewing papers. Except issues with content, this group of participants tends to rely on 
themselves the most when correcting grammatical and organizational problems. Nonnative 
English learners, however, seem to have the completely opposite stance on this point as 
revealed by Table 4.9: they believe that students themselves need to take care of the content 
part, while teachers should be primarily responsible for correcting grammar errors and 
organizational issues. Apparently when it comes to grammar error corrections, this group of 
students are heavily others-dependent. This is very different from the trend among native 







Table 4.8. Primary Feedback Providers Expected by L1 Students 




Your Classmates (Peers) 
Grammar 36.1% 58.3% 5.6% 
Content 47.2% 38.9% 13.9% 
Organization 33.3% 52.8% 13.9% 
Table 4.9. Primary Feedback Providers Expected by L2 Students 




Grammar 51.5% 21.2% 27.3% 
Content 33.3% 48.5% 18.2% 
Organization 54.5% 42.4% 3.0% 
There are a variety of factors that contribute to students’ choices regarding feedback 
givers. Interviewee 8 below points out that technology is one important factor that has 
facilitated the changes in her attitudes of grammar corrections: being able to use Google to 
learn grammar and check her grammar accuracy, she tends to rely on her teacher less but on 
herself more for grammar error corrections.  
Interviewee 8: “I can correct the grammar using the internet, because my teacher tell 
us how to use Google to correct the grammar. ” 
Student 36: “Organization and content … there are some problems for 
nonprofessional English writers, they cannot really pick the problem… 
but grammar feedback, I can just run into anyone and ask them if they 
can help me pick it out grammar problems…” 
Interviewee 1: “I’m a very visual person. So I need to hear and see it at the same 
time … ‘Cause I can’t ask a book a question.” 
Interviewee 5: “Grammar is like the hardware for computer, it’s easier to get. It’s 
easier to figure out. It’s fixed… That’s probably the only part I can 
study on my own.” 
Student 36 compares the difficulty levels of achieving linguistic competence in the three 
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aspects, and implies that any student he randomly picks should be able to give him grammar 
feedback in some way; however, only “professional English writers” such as teachers are 
capable of making comments on the content and organization of a paper. Interviewee 1 
relates her perception to her learning habits and emphasizes that teachers function more than 
a grammar book and therefore should take the responsibility of correcting grammar mistakes. 
Interviewee 5 uses a metaphor to describe his attitude towards grammar learning and 
explains why he is able to rely on himself for grammar error corrections. 
4.1.1 Interim Conclusion One 
All the participants, regardless of their native language backgrounds, have reported their 
expectations of getting close attention to grammar, organization and content problems on 
their papers. While teacher feedback in general is constantly treated carefully, one-third of 
nonnative English students seem to lack motivation for reading teacher comments on 
grammar. Native English students, however, are found to be more concerned about grammar 
feedback than nonnative English students.  
Generally, all the participants believe that comments on content are the most important 
component of teacher feedback, while grammar corrections are in comparison the least 
important, which is different from what’s reported in existing literature.  
Both native and nonnative learners perceive teachers and themselves as major sources of 
written feedback, but they define their own roles as reviewers differently: native students 
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tend to be self-reliant in terms of revising grammar problems but teacher-dependent when it 
comes to content feedback; nonnative students are others-reliant, especially in terms of 
grammar corrections, but they see themselves as the primary reviewer of the ideas on their 
papers. 
4.2 Research Question #2 
-­‐ Self-Evaluation of Student Potential for Improvement in Writing Skills 
 When asked to indicate the type of problems in their writings that students remember the 
best, over half of the participants chose comments on ideas shown in Table 4.10, almost a 
quarter indicated grammar error corrections, while 15% chose organizational problems. The 
results are shared by both native and nonnative English writing learners as presented by 
Table 4.11. To sum up, a majority of students, regardless of their language backgrounds, are 
usually the most impressed by comments on their ideas and the least impressed by 
suggestions on how to restructure these ideas.  
Table 4.10. Hardest Type of Writing Problems Voted by L1 and L2 Students Combined 
Item #4 Response (%) 
marks indicating grammar errors 29.0% 
comments on the organization 17.4% 






Table 4.11. Hardest Type of Writing Problems Voted by L1 vs. L2 Students 






L1 Students 55.6% 16.7% 27.8% 
L2 Students 51.5% 18.2% 30.3% 
However, though most participants think they are not good at remembering teacher 
comments on the organization of their papers, they don’t vote organizational issues as the 
most challenging problems they have to deal with; instead, grammar problems seem to be 
their biggest headache (see Table 4.12). Native and nonnative English writing learners seem 
to agree on this topic again (see Table 4.13). One-third of the participants think 
organizational problems are the hardest part to tackle in English writing, while over 40% 
believe grammar problems are the biggest challenge. Content feedback turns out to be easy to 
remember, therefore content-based problems are considered as the easiest to deal with. 
Given that organization- and grammar-based comments are all hard to remember, what 
might lead the students to believe that organization-based problems are easier to cope with 
than problems related to grammar? Several responses by interviewees can give us an idea: 
Interviewee 5: “… I wouldn’t make the same mistake again. I mean the same mistake 
but not the similar mistake. …I see something I can remember it, but 
I’m not “good” really at changing…” 
Interviewee 6: “Grammar is the one that I can’t improve fast, because I need a lot of 
experience on writing papers in order to improve...” 
Interviewee 4: “I think I organize it pretty well, the content is pretty well. It’s just 
grammar I don’t know it a hundred percent…. I think anybody could 
easily organize, have their organization…” 
Interviewee 5’s response is a vivid explanation of why grammar learning should be so 
painful: there are a myriad of grammar rules for students to learn; while these many rules 
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may be similar to each other, the fact that they are similar but not the same just makes 
grammar acquisition harder. This is probably why Interviewee 6 views grammar learning as a 
slow and uncertain process. In comparison, Interviewee 4 believes that once students master 
the strategies of structuring an English paper, they should be able to make progress on 
organization. 
Table 4.12. Easiest Type of Writing Problems Voted by L1 and L2 Students Combined 
Item #5 Response (%) 
grammar errors 42.0% 
issues with organization 31.9% 
issues with ideas/content 26.1% 
Total 100.0% 
Table 4.13. Easiest Type of Writing Problems Voted by L1 vs. L2 Students 





L1 Students 27.8% 30.6% 41.7% 
L2 Students 24.2% 33.3% 42.4% 
 Results based on Item 6 have confirmed student-reported difficulties learning English 
grammar and confidence in fixing content-related issues. As we can see from Table 4.14, 
50.7% of the participants indicate good progress made on their ability to express ideas, while 
only 34.8% indicate this for grammar knowledge. The results in Table 4.15 and Table 4.16 






Table 4.14. Progress on Different Writing Skills (L1 and L2 Students Combined) 








grammatical accuracy 34.8% 52.2% 13.0% 0.0% 
ability in expressing ideas 50.7% 43.5% 5.8% 0.0% 
ability in organizing ideas 49.3% 43.5% 7.2% 0.0% 
However, when the numbers in the two tables (Table 4.15 and Table 4.16) are compared, 
we can find that nonnative speakers in general tend to experience slower progress than their 
native peers in all three aspects of English writing, especially in terms of grammar: 44.4% of 
the native participants think they have made good progress on grammar, while only 24.2% of 
nonnative learners evaluate their grammar learning the same way. This may be due to the 
phenomenon pointed out in the previous chapter that nonnative students are generally slightly 
less concerned about grammar feedback they receive than native students. It may also 
confirm conclusions from previous investigations that L2 learners would anticipate more 
challenges learning writing in English than L1 learners (Huang, 2008; Gilmore, 2009).  
Table 4.15. Progress on Different Writing Skills (L1 Students) 








grammatical accuracy 44.4% 41.7% 13.9% 0.0% 
ability in expressing ideas 58.3% 36.1% 5.6% 0.0% 







Table 4.16. Progress on Different Writing Skills (L2 Students) 








grammatical accuracy 24.2% 63.6% 12.1% 0.0% 
ability in expressing ideas 42.4% 51.5% 6.1% 0.0% 
ability in organizing ideas 42.4% 54.5% 3.0% 0.0% 
4.2.1 Interim Conclusion Two 
English writing learners, including both natives and non-natives, usually find comments 
on ideas in their papers the easiest to remember, and problems related to content the easiest 
to deal with. Meanwhile, they believe that grammar errors are the most challenging to 
address. Nonnative students especially feel it is difficult to improve the grammatical 
accuracy of their writings. 
4.3 Research Question #3 
-­‐ Student Attitudes towards Written Grammar Feedback 
The results of Table 4.17 and Table 4.18 are a clear presentation regarding students’ 
perceptions of effective grammar feedback teachers. A vast majority (89.9%) of the 
participants think that teachers should do more than just pointing out grammar errors: 75.4% 
of the students believe that teachers should also be responsible for providing explicit answers 
to marked grammar problems, while another 14.% think that teachers should at least at give 
clues to scaffold self-corrections by students. About eighty-five percent of the participants 
vote against grammar correction techniques, including “grading without marking errors” and 
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“pointing out errors only.” These are indicators that students view teachers not only as 
grammar error markers but also correctors. This view is shared by both native and nonnative 
groups, which can be seen from Table 4.19 and Table 4.20 below.  
Table 4.17. Most Preferred Grammar Correction Technique  
Voted by L1 and L2 Students Combined 
Item #7 Response (%) 
Pointing out errors and also providing corrections 75.4% 
Providing clues to errors to enable self correction by students 14.5% 
Pointing out errors only 4.3% 
Grading without indicating errors 5.8% 
Total 100.0% 
Table 4.18. Least Preferred Grammar Correction Technique  
Voted by L1 and L2 Students Combined 
Item #8 Response (%) 
Pointing out errors and also providing corrections 10.1% 
Providing clues to errors to enable self correction by students 4.3% 
Pointing out errors only 24.6% 
Grading without indicating errors 60.9% 
Total 100.0% 
Table 4.19. Most Preferred Grammar Correction Technique  
Voted by L1 vs. L2 Students 








Providing Clues to 




Errors and also 
Providing 
Corrections 
L1 Students 8.3% 5.6% 11.1% 75% 






Table 4.20. Preferred Grammar Correction Technique Voted by L1 vs. L2 Students 







Providing Clues to 




Errors and also 
Providing 
Corrections 
L1 Students 69.4% 19.4% 2.8% 8.3% 
L2 Students 51.5% 30.3% 6.1% 12.1% 
Different categories shown in Table 4.21 were used to find out the anticipated amount of 
grammar error corrections by students. Since one response can belong to more than one 
subcategory, the total number of responses from native students is more than the number of 
native English participants; and the total number for nonnative students is thirty-four instead 
of thirty-three. 
Table 4.21. Item 9: Students’ Reactions to a Big Amount (70-100%) of CF 




















become motivated to 
work harder for future 
assignments 
5 11 
Unhappy annoyed/ overwhelmed 1 5 
(12.8%) 
4 7 




unsatisfied with self 
performance but glad to 







Indifferent Unconcerned 1(2.6%) 0 
N/A irrelevant response 3(7.7%) 2(5.9%) 
 Total: 39 34 
According to Table 4.21, a majority of students including both native (56.4%) and 
nonnative (61.8%) ones are happy to see many grammar error corrections on their papers, as 
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they believe that corrections can help students know where their problems are and motivate 
them to strive for better learning experience in the future. Here are a few example student 
responses taken from Appendix C: 
From native English students: 
Student 65: “Good! Then I know exactly what is wrong [and] what I need to 
change.” 
Student 12: “I feel as if I need to work more on my grammer and am glad for the 
help.” 
Student 11: “I feel fine about it because it is helpful and I should use it more.” 
From nonnative English students: 
Student 22: “I feel on the need to improve my grammar and I see carefully where 
they are so I don't make them again in the future.” 
Student 20: “I think I have to focus on the grammar errors and do better next time. 
Student 16: “It kinds of help me to make corrections on next assignments.” 
Some conversations excerpted from the interview transcripts also demonstrate students’ 
eagerness to be corrected: 
Excerpt One: 
Interviewer: Are you satisfied with the grammar feedback you have been receiving 
from your ENGL150 instructor? Do you want her/him to focus on it 
more or less? Why? 
Interviewee 6: Yes. I am satisfied. She could find out more grammar errors that I 
made, because it will help me in the future when I’m doing my papers.  
Interviewer: So you are satisfied with how much she gives, but she could give even 
more? 
Interviewee 6: Well, as many as she can find. 
Interviewer: That wouldn’t be overwhelming? 
Interviewee 6: No. I love challenges. 
Excerpt Two: 
Interviewer:  Would you want him/her to focus on it more or less? Why? 
Interviewee 2:  In my case, I would like to take as much feedback as possible. 
 There are also 20.5% of the native English participants and a few L2 participants who 
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would have complex feelings towards lots of error corrections: on the one hand, they would 
get frustrated at their poor writing performances, but on the other hand, they would also be 
glad to have problems pointed out, which would enable their future progress. This group of 
students, though not happy to see their grammar mistakes marked or corrected, still hold 
positive views towards heavy grammar feedback, implied in their replies below: 
From native English students:  
Student 42: “I feel like it is good, and bad. Bad because I am being marked down points 
for them, but good because when I read over them I can learn from my 
mistakes.” 
Student 25: “Mad at myself first for making so many errors, but then I take another look 
and then accept and try to figure out how I can fix it for my next paper. 
From nonnative English students:  
Student 56: “I feel very bad. But on other side, I can see my mistakes…” 
Student 34: “I would feel a little bit depress. However, i know this is important for 
me to improve my english.” 
 Compared with the number of students who would positively accept heavy grammar 
error corrections, a much smaller portion of students would negatively react to many 
grammar error corrections. Only 12.8% of the native English speakers indicate that they 
would be discouraged or annoyed by too many grammar error corrections. A larger (20.6%) 
group of nonnative students share this view. This is a little different from the hypothesis that 
nonnative students would want more grammar feedback than native students. Below are 
some example responses that represent students’ negative views of heavy grammar feedback: 
From native English students 
Student 2: “Stupid. 
Student 60: “Like I'm an idiot. 
From nonnative English students: 
Student 40: “feel like I'm a loser” 
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Student 4: “It shows that I really have some problem in grammar in the paper. 
But it wont help me because it is like spoonfeeding, rather, highlighting 
the mistake will help a lot.” 
 Table 4.22 shows students’ reactions to only a small number (0-30%) of grammar error 
corrections, and serve as complementary explanations of the findings based on Table 4.21. A 
higher percentage of nonnative English students than native students would be happy at a 
small portion (0-30%) of error corrections.  
Table 4.22. Item 10: Students’ Reactions to a Small Amount (0-30%) of CF 
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relieved that grammar 
















(45.5%) teacher is irresponsible 5 5 
confused/anxious 9 6 
Indifferent unconcerned 3 (7.5%) 1 (3%) 
N/A irrelevant response  1 (2.5%) 0 
 Total: 40 33 
Compared with L1 students, L2 students tend to embrace more a smaller number of error 
corrections, mainly as they would take it as a signal of quality work produced by themselves. 
We can see this from the following replies by ESL students (more relevant responses are in 
Appendix D): 
Student 20: “I think my grammar is better than before.” 
Student 50: “Feel good and think that I have improved.” 
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When finding a small number (0-30%) of error corrections on their papers, 35% of 
native English learners indicated they would be happy, but a bigger number (55%) indicated 
they would react negatively. Below are the three reasons accounting for the negative attitude 
and example student responses: 
1).  They would worry that they would take unmarked mistakes as correct ways of English 
expressions and therefore allow these mistakes to reoccur and affect their future 
learning: 
Student 10: “Do not like it because it makes me feel that those are the only mistakes in 
your whole paper and that you do not have any more mistakes.” 
Student 65: “Confused, then I'm not sure exactly what I did wrong.” 
Student 44: “I feel kind of mad be[cause] when I turn in the next version of the paper, I 
will get so errors that will affect my grades.” 
2).  They would like to have more mistakes pointed out: 
Student 13: “I would rather she correct them all.” 
Student 1: “She should check more of your paper.” 
3).  The teacher is not fully doing her/his job: 
Student 49: “that the teacher hasnt paid much attention to my paper.” 
Student 57: “I would feel like the teacher isn't doing their job.” 
Nonnative English learners favor a smaller number of grammar corrections. Some 
nonnative English interviewees explained their preference for not having an overwhelming 
number of error corrections. They emphasize that grammar learning is gradual and should be 
step-by-step, and too many corrections will make students “lazy” or “overstressed”.  
Interviewee 2: “… Because it’s my first assignment, and the student gets 
overstressed. .. Well it should be like a gradual improvement, I mean, 
one by one, one by one, so that the student can so digest the 
instructor’s feedback.” 
Interviewee 5: “It will make us lazy if you give us more grammar feedback.” 
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 Given that there is almost a consensus among English writing learners that teachers are 
greatly responsible to mark students’ grammar mistakes, how would the participants react if 
they are informed of the research findings that grammar error corrections are inadequately 
beneficial to their learning process?  
Table 4.23. Item 11: Students’ Reactions to Research Findings that CF is Unhelpful 
Category Native Nonnative 
Disagree/still want corrections 26 (60.5%) 18 (48.6%) 
Upset/discouraged 9 (20.9%) 7 (18,9%) 
Somehow agree 3 (7%) 10 (27%) 
Unconcerned 4 (9.3%) 1 (2.7%) 
Irrelevant response 1 (2.3%) 1 (2.7%) 
Total: 43 37 
 As the results show in Table 4.23, a vast majority (81.4%) of native English learners 
either believe that the literature evidence is wrong or become upset at the findings based on 
research. Many of them have also restated their strong desire of receiving grammar 
corrections. The following are several example responses taken from Appendix E: 
Student 31: “It can! most students probably don't care but I do.” 
Student 35: “I think that is a terrible idea people can't learn from their mistakes if they 
don't know how to fix those mistakes.” 
Student 61: “I would say she is crazy.” 
Student 60: “1). Rich research doesn't imply correct research. 2). if your not going to 
correct mistakes why should I take the time to write them, and you to grade 
them.” 
 It seems that some students take grammar error corrections as the most effective way of 
grammar learning. One student even emotes by using an exclamation mark, and another 
student bluntly blames the teacher for “being crazy.” Seen from this dimension, informing 
students of what teachers know about second language acquisition obviously may not be a 
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wise solution to the mismatch between the notions embraced by teachers and students; and if 
we decide to do this, it is necessary to communicate with students in a more discreet manner. 
Meanwhile, more nonnative English students than native students indicate that they 
would somehow agree to what is concluded based on research, which can be seen from some 
nonnative students’ responses below: 
Student 6: “It is right however sometimes the teachers should point out some grammar 
that most student do wrong.” 
Student 36: “I think that's totally reasonable. Letting other people(teachers, partners) 
do what we(students) suppose to do can easily makes us lazy. I agree with 
the study and think we should do so.” 
Student 45: “I guess I would agree. I don't really pay attention to grammar corrections 
anyway.” 
Some of the students did not give concrete reasons why they would choose to believe 
what is suggested by research, but two students have indirectly mention motivation-related 
causes. Student 36 comments that students would be less urged to find out answers on their 
own if correct answers are already provided. Student 45 frankly admits that his low 
motivation for grammar acquisition is the reason why grammar feedback could be unhelpful. 
4.3.1 Interim Conclusion Three 
A majority of the participants expect a good number of grammar error corrections on 
their papers, as grammar error corrections are seen as valuable feedback that informs students 
of their weaknesses and motivate them to make progress. While more L1 students prefer 
heavy grammar error corrections, L2 students’ desire for heavy corrections is relatively 
weaker and they would see fewer corrections as a reflection of their good work.  
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Concerning grammar correcting techniques, the participants almost reach a consensus 
that teachers should not just point out grammar mistakes, but also provide explicit answers or 
at least hints to scaffold students’ self corrections. 
In respond to the existing research evidence for the unhelpfulness of grammar error 
feedback, most students cast doubt on the reliability of the research findings, and some native 
English students even become irritated (Hendrickson, 1978; Leki, 1991; Knoblauch and 
Brannon, 1981). While most L1 participants still insist on receiving a large amount (70-100%) 
of grammar feedback, almost one-third of the nonnative participants indicate that the 
research is to some extent convincing, as they consider grammar learning a gradual process 
and also believe that many error corrections can reduce students’ self-motivation to deal with 
grammar problems independently. 
4.4 Research Question #4 
-­‐ Role of Peer Comments Perceived by Native vs. Nonnative English Students 
Table 4.24 demonstrates how the participants in general would rate the helpfulness of 
comments received respectively from L1 students and L2 students. Obviously it can be seen 
that nonnative English students are usually considered less helpful responders than native 
English students in terms of offering feedback on content, grammar and organization. While 
native English students are generally viewed more competent reviewers, that they are rated 
much higher (3.7 vs. 2.5) than their nonnative peers in terms of providing grammar feedback.  
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Table 4.24. Helpfulness of Peer Responses Rated by L1 vs. L2 Students 
Item #12 & 13 
Rating Scale: 1.0-5.0 
Avg. Rating 
Content Organization Grammar 
Feedback Provided by L1 
Students 
3.6 3.5 3.7 
Feedback Provided by L2 
Students 
3.2 3.1 2.5 
 Do students with different language backgrounds agree to the conclusion that L1 
students are more competent peer responders than L2 students? Table 4.25 and 4.26 
respectively depict L1 and L2 English learners’ ratings of comments from their classmates. It 
is easy to see that students from different language backgrounds do agree that L1 students’ 
comments are viewed much more helpful than those from ESL students, particular in respect 
of grammar error corrections. 
Table 4.25. Helpfulness of Peer Feedback Perceived by L1 Students 
Item #12 & 13 
Rating Scale: 1.0-5.0 
Avg. Rating 
Content Organization Grammar 
Feedback Provided by L1 
Students 
3.7 3.6 3.6 
Feedback Provided by L2 
Students 
3.0 2.9 2.2 
Table 4.26. Helpfulness of Peer Feedback Perceived by L2 Students 
Item #12 & 13 
Rating Scale: 1.0-5.0 
Avg. Rating 
Content Organization Grammar 
Feedback Provided by L1 
Students 
3.5 3.4 3.7 
Feedback Provided by L2 
Students 




It is certain, based on Table 4.25 and Table 4.26, that one’s language background 
definitely influences one’s perceived helpfulness as a responder, but will one’s language 
background makes a difference in the way s/he perceive others’ comments? Table 4.27 
visualizes L1 and L2 students’ perceptions of comments made by L1 students. By comparing 
the ratings that native English students receive from the two groups of students, we can see 
that native English learners’ comments are viewed helpful approximately to the same extent 
by both groups of students. 
Table 4.27. Helpfulness of Feedback Provided by L1 Students 
Item #12 
Rating Scale: 1.0-5.0 
Avg. Rating 
Content Organization Grammar 
Feedback Perceived by L1 
Students 
3.7 3.6 3.6 
Feedback Perceived by L2 
Students 
3.5 3.4 3.7 
Table 4.28. Helpfulness of Feedback Provided by L2 Students 
Item #13 
Rating Scale: 1.0-5.0 
Avg. Rating 
Content Organization Grammar 
Feedback Perceived by L1 
Students 
3.0 2.9 2.2 
Feedback Perceived by L2 
Students 
3.4 3.3 2.8 
Table 4.28 shows that comments made by ESL students are rated much more helpful by 
ESL students than by native English students. This implies that feedback from a nonnative 
reader can be more effectively used by nonnative students than native students. It is very 
likely that the effectiveness of nonnative English students’ comments for native students is 
discounted by cross-cultural miscommunications; in other words, L2 students’ lack of 
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confidence as a comment-maker may be interpreted by native students as a sign of 
unwillingness of offering comments. This can be seen from a few interviewees’ explanations: 
From native English students: 
Interviewee 3: “A lot of my American classmates feel like they can communicate with 
me better, they feel comfortable communicating with me in a more 
honest way. ” 
Excerpt Two: 
Interviewee 1: Like I have one person (nonnative student) write “ I not qualified to do 
this” so, I’m just gonna like say I’m not qualified that doesn’t help 
much. 
Interviewer: How did you feel when you read that comment?  
Interviewee 1: It’s like, Okay, but you could TRY… cos it’s like trying base of what 
you already know about English, just like trying.. just try.. 
Interviewer: When you got feedback from international students and you were 
expecting more explanations from them, did you go talk to them and 
try to get more information? 
Interviewee 1: A little bit. But then they just kind of giggled and quiet. I just kind of 
stopped. I was like oh OK, I don’t think I’ll get anything else. That’s 
alright. 
Interviewer:  Do you think this is a cultural reason or a linguistic reason? 
Interviewee 1:  I don’t know. It could be a cultural thing or linguistic thing. 
From nonnative English students: 
Interviewee 5: “Still, my identity I think, could be a potential like barrier, like obstacle 
between me and American students. … Still that cultural barrier is 
there. So there is communication issues going on… I would say the way 
I use to behave in China is totally not working in here.” 
Interviewee 2: “… you feel comfortable like knowing the international students.” 
Based on the quotes above, it is obvious that both L1 and L2 students are already aware 
of the communication barriers that cause trouble to their peer-response activities. Nonnative 
students (Interviewee 5) seem to struggle to find the right way to communicate with 
American students, while American students (Interviewee 1) are puzzled at nonnative 
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students’ manner of communication. Some of them (e.g. Interviewee 1) may even take 
nonnative students’ shyness as signals that they are not willing to contribute their thoughts 
directly or honestly, and then give up the communication.  
Table 4.29 summarizes how students choose their peer response partners, and indicates 
that a majority (61.1%) of native English students prefer to work with native English 
speakers during peer-response activities. The most popular reason behind this preference is 
that native English students are considered to know more about the English language in all 
aspects while L2 students tend to be viewed as unqualified reviewers. Here are some 
example responses from native English speakers taken from Appendix F: 
Student 57: “English students. They understand the language and can read it better.” 
Student 67: “Native English students, because we are on the same level as far as 
understanding grammar and writing techniques and terms.” 
Student38: “I prefer native english students review my papers because non native 
students do not speak english as well and may think something completely 
different.” 
Table 4.29. Item 14: Students’ Choices of Peer response Partners 
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N/A irrelevant response 1 (2.8%) 6(18.2%) 
 Total: 36 33 
Apart from nonnative English students’ lack of linguistic competence, there is also 
another culture-related reason that has contributed to their ineffectiveness as reviewers for 
native American students. This reason is pointed out by several Interviewee 8 and 
Interviewee 2: 
Interviewee 8: “I don’t like comment on American students’ paper because they have 
a lot of culture and I can’t understand the culture.” 
Interviewee 2: “I being an Indian, there are certain limit we can’t put on the paper, 
[…] but when it comes to U.S., you know, you just have got all your 
freedom, you know you can just put all what you think you like to speak 
or talk to. […] So when it comes to looking their paper, I feel like 
astonished or confused or whatever.”  
Nearly one-third of L1 students are willing to exchange drafts with either native or 
nonnative English classmates, because they believe readers of different language and cultural 
backgrounds can provide comments from various dimensions that will benefit their writing 
skills. Because of the same reason, one-third of nonnative English students are willing to 
have either a native or nonnative English student to comment on their papers. Some example 
responses are as below: 
From native English students: 
Student 25: “I like having both. Native speakers can help with grammar and the 
non-native speakers can help with organization.” 
Student 47: “both... Non native ussually have more to say about the thoughts and 
content where as native only really focus on grammar.” 
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From nonnative English students: 
Student 36: “It doesn't matter for me. All i think it matters is that a different person 
could have a distinct perspective that would help me improve my writing 
skills.” 
Student 52: “Both would be the best. Because different people from different area have 
different and more interesting ideas.” 
48.1% of the nonnative English participants also express their preferences for native 
English speakers as their feedback providers, with two major reasons: first, native English 
speakers are better at English in all aspects than nonnative students; second, they particularly 
know more about English grammar. The following are several responses by nonnative 
English speakers taken from Appendix F:  
Student 34: “Native English students, they are supposedly better in English compared 
to non native English student.” 
Student 53: “Of COURSE native English student. I am not good at grammar.” 
Student 54: “I pre[f]er native Engilsh speakers. They are more professional.” 
Student 68: “Because English is their native language. They have more ideas than 
non-native English students on writing.” 
In comparison, nonnative English students are much less popular than native English 
students when it comes to selecting peer responders: only two of our thirty-six native English 
students have a preference for nonnative English speakers as their reviewers, while only one 
out of thirty-three nonnative English students would prefer ESL over native students to 
comment on their papers. However, this one nonnative student’s (Student 22) response is not 
representative enough because he actually regards his writing style near-American since he 
has stayed in the United States since high school. We can tell this from his response: 
“I think it is better to have non-native so I can have a completely different perspective 
from what I know (I know native english students' perspective really well), so they give 
me a whole different view of what I do.” (Student 22) 
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Table 4.30 demonstrates how students would evaluate their own helpfulness as peer 
responders. Based on the table, both native and nonnative students believe that they are more 
helpful reviewers for nonnative English students than for native ones. But their reasons are 
very different: native students think that they can catch and correct more mistakes on 
nonnative speakers’ papers, while nonnative students think native English students’ papers 
are hard to make comments on. The difference in their views is reflected in the example 
responses below (more responses are listed in Appendix G): 
From native English students: 
Student 12: “Non-native English classmates because they learn a lot from someone else 
that knows more about english and can give them more points.” 
Student 38: “I think im more helpful for a non native English classmate because they 
are still learning english and still need help understanding how to form a 
sentence in a certain order.” 
Student 46: “non-native for the reason that i can help them with their grammar more 
easily.” 
From nonnative English students: 
Student 27: “More helpful reviewer for non-native English classmates. Of course, 
native English classmates' paper are better than me. And I can hardly find 
errors or worse constent for them.” 
Student 50: “I think I am more helpful reviewer for non-native english classmates 
because it is hard to find the mistakes done by native english classmates.” 
Table 4.30. Item 15: Students’ Self-Evaluations of Their Helpfulness as Reviewers 
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Uncertain I’m not sure. 1 (2.8%) 3 (9.1%) 
N/A Irrelevant response 5 (13.9%) 10 (30.3%) 
 Total: 36 33 
Almost seventeen percent of native English students believe that they are more helpful 
reviewers for native speakers because it is easier for them to communicate with each other 
than with a nonnative student. Only 9.1% of nonnative speakers believe that they can give 
opinions from a different perceptive to native speakers and thus are more helpful reviewers 
for native English students.  
Due to inadequate linguistic competence of their foreign classmates and cross-cultural 
communication breakdowns, native English students may experience frustration at not being 
able to receive quality feedback. However, in spite of these challenges, the access to 
perspectives on the global level turns out to be a bigger attraction of cross-cultural classes. 
As we can see from the following quotes, all the interviewees think highly of cross-cultural 
settings: 
From native English students: 
Interviewee 3: “I like the experience of it. It’s fun. I’m glad I took it.” 
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Interviewee 4: “…I liked a lot more, because with the peer response, you can have 
two different people, from two different cultures go over it.”  
From nonnative English students: 
Interviewee 8: “American students often tell me what is wrong and international 
students can give me some confidence… If they all tell me ‘oh this is 
bad’, I will lose confidence in the class.” 
Interviewee 5: “I think it helps me to communicate with people through the world. It 
helps me improve my English communication skills.. [with] people 
coming from different parts of the world.” 
4.4.1. Interim Conclusion Four 
 It is found that language backgrounds not only affect one’s perspective of a peer 
responder’s helpfulness, but also influence one’s perceived helpfulness as a reviewer. Based 
on the study, native English students are rated by both native and nonnative students as a 
more helpful source of peer feedback than nonnative English students in all three aspects of 
writing: content, grammar and organization. The most popular reason behind this is that 
native English students tend to be considered to know more about the English language in 
general, and especially in grammar from the perspective of nonnative English students.  
At the same time, native students think nonnative students’ papers are easy to review 
because they are usually more problematic, while nonnative students tend to find it 
challenging to review native students’ papers because they are sometimes regarded as good 
enough or hard-to-understand papers. Nonnative students are usually viewed as a source of 
opinions from a foreign perspective that is beneficial to learners of English writing. It is also 
observed that a shared cultural background between an author and a reviewer allows 
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feedback to be more effectively used.  
Cross-cultural communication breakdowns, compounded with inadequate linguistic 
competence, are the major factors that result into a reduced effectiveness of comments 





















Chapter 5. Conclusion 
5.1  General Conclusion 
Using a mixed methods research, this study looks at college students’ attitudes towards 
teacher and peer feedback on their writings. Students’ survey and interview responses have 
reflected and explained their perceptions of effective teacher feedback, self-evaluations of 
writing improvement, preferred types of grammar feedback, and feedback given by their 
native and nonnative English classmates. As the study was exploratory, the results based on 
the limited data are not generalizable and need to be interpreted cautiously. Nonetheless, 
within the scope of present and future target subjects at Iowa State University, the findings 
are of use from at least four perspectives as blow: 
5.1.1.  How do student define the effectiveness of written teacher feedback? 
Close attention to all three aspects of writing problems --- grammar, organization and 
content, is expected from teachers by almost all the participants. While students constantly 
pay high attention to all types of comments they receive from teachers, content-related 
comments are the most valued component of teacher feedback, and grammar-related 
comments are comparatively the least important.  
Differences exist between the notions of L1 students and L2 students in terms of how 
they perceive and treat written feedback. First, L1 students tend to treat grammar feedback 
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more attentively than L2 students. One-third of the L2 participants have shown a lack of 
interest/motivation for learning teacher comments on grammar. Second, though all the 
participants view teachers and themselves as major sources of written feedback, L1 students 
tend to be self-reliant in terms of revising grammar problems but teacher-dependent when it 
comes to content; L2 students rely more on others in terms of grammar corrections, but more 
on themselves regarding the content-related issues. 
5.1.2. In which area of writing skills do students believe that they can improve quickly? 
In line with research (Gaskell and Cobb, 2004), the improvement in English grammar 
knowledge seems to be the most challenging part in the learning process of writing, 
especially for nonnative English students. Students in general are likely to be impressed with 
content-based comments from teachers, and therefore find improvement in content easy to 
achieve. 
5.1.3. What are students’ expectations of grammar feedback from teachers? 
Overall, most participants expect a good number of grammar error corrections on their 
papers. A majority of the participants want teachers to provide explicit answers to marked 
problems, or at least hints that can scaffold students’ self corrections.  
Nonnative students tend to view a small amount (0-30%) of grammar feedback as a 
signal of good work, and don’t anticipate heavy corrections as much as native English 
students. Another reflection of native English students’ strong desire for grammar error 
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feedback is their sharp reactions to the research evidence on the unhelpfulness of grammar 
error feedback: most native English participants regard the research findings dubious and 
irritating, and therefore insist on receiving much grammar feedback. Almost one-third of the 
nonnative participants show their agreement to what is suggested by research, as they 
consider grammar learning a gradual process and believe that many error corrections in an 
array can reduce students’ self-motivation to deal with grammar problems independently. 
5.1.4. Role of Peer Comments Perceived by Native verse Nonnative English Students 
Considered more knowledgeable about the English language, L1 students are rated as a 
more helpful source of peer feedback than nonnative English students in all three aspects of 
writing: content, grammar and organization. L1 students seem to benefit less from peer 
response activities than nonnative students especially in terms of grammar feedback, L2 
students are usually viewed as a source of foreign perspectives that is beneficial to learners of 
writing. 
In addition to the inadequate linguistic competence of nonnative English students, 
cultural barriers is another obstacle to the maximized benefits of reviews exchanged among a 
class of mixed backgrounds. On one hand, it is found that a shared cultural background 
between an author and a reviewer allows feedback to be more effectively used. On the other 
hand, nonnative English students have partly attributed the difficulty reviewing native 
speakers’ papers to the obscure cultural elements on their papers. Also, barriers in cultures 
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often result in communication breakdowns between L1 and L2 students, and thus damage the 
perceived effectiveness of peer responses. 
5.2.  Pedagogical Implications 
Students being the center of a class and student learning being the ultimate goal of 
teaching, it is very important to take students’ attitudes into consideration before deciding on 
a pedagogical approach.  
First, this study is informative to English writing teachers with regard to students’ 
preferred assessment method. Based on this study, students’ definition of effective feedback 
is in line with the top-down structure of the English 150 curriculum and its holistic grading 
system, where content and organization are the major components of a quality paper; and 
grammar, while still an important component, is regarded of less importance. However, this 
does not mean that grammatical issues on students’ papers can be largely overlooked. It is 
obvious that a majority of the participants highly value heavy teacher feedback on grammar, 
even though they are aware of difficulties making grammatical improvement based on 
grammar feedback. This finding provided, teachers should not completely follow the drift of 
preceding research (Cohen and Bobbins, 1976; Hendrickson, 1978; Fathman and Whalley, 
1990; Kepner, 1991; Sheppard, 1992), Truscott, 1996) and reduce efforts on giving grammar 
feedback to all students. At least, teachers should make endeavors “explain[ing] and 
defend[ing]” themselves Leki (1991) and encourage students’ input and reflection on their 
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learning experiences (Schulz, 1996). Otherwise, students would misinterpret it as teacher 
irresponsibility or a signal of student progress on grammar. Frustrations may occur and 
de-motivate students’ learning.  
Second, given the diverse learner needs and goals suggested by the study, it is important 
for teachers to stay vigilant and treat students as individuals and review their papers with 
flexibility instead of a one-fits-all commenting style (Oladejo, 1993). Teachers and each 
individual student should agree on a method for providing writing feedback and especially 
CF. One helpful strategy to enhance teacher-student communications may be encouraging 
one-on-one negotiations on top-down goals of student learning. As this may require an 
exceedingly amount of time on the teachers’ side, students can turn in brief statements of 
expectations with regard to the types and amount of feedback along with their assignments. 
Such individual teacher-student interactions would be helpful for teachers to learn and 
accommodate students’ individual preferences, and also for students to seek advice about 
their top priorities as writing learners.  
Third, while the study suggests that cross-cultural settings are beneficial to both L1 and 
L2 students, they do report a potentially detrimental cultural barrier between students from 
different backgrounds. It is necessary to raise teachers’ awareness of this problem. Otherwise, 
they may misinterpret the apparent unhelpfulness of nonnative peer responders and think it is 
all resulted from their language deficiencies. Students need to be explicitly and positively 
educated of the cultural characteristics of their classmates, and the communication between 
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native and nonnative English speakers can be enhanced by pre-training and organizational 
tactics (Berg, 1999; Rollinson, 2005; Min, 2006) such as culture workshops and grouping 
strategies. It is also important to allow post-peer-response time for students to discuss the 
non-linguistic features of each other’s paper and why particular comments have been made. 
Informal discussions can help student writers to reflect on their feelings and reactions to 
received comments, while self reports can present a picture of the activities to teachers 
(Rollinson, 2005) and thus enable teacher intervention if needed. 
Last but not the least, student training should be provided to help students realize the 
advantages of their role as responders, especially when students of different language levels 
are mixed in one classroom. A positive context for effective peer-response groups is 
important to the effectiveness of peer response (Rollinson, 2005; Min, 2006; Huang, 2010). 
The study shows that due to their grammar weakness, L2 students seem to be tagged as 
somewhat unqualified reviewers by both L1 and L2 classmates. However, native students 
need to be reminded to focus on nonnative students’ organizational and rhetorical skills, 
while L2 students should be informed of the differences between written and oral grammar, 
and encouraged to confidently use their formally (in-class settings) educated grammar 
knowledge to correct the oral grammar that native students who learn the language both 
formally and informally may use but is inappropriate for their papers.  
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5.3.  Limitations 
Apart from the small pool of participants, several factors have limited the results and 
implications of this study: 
First, since the data used in the study are mainly based on subjects’ self reports, the 
reliability of data is compromised. For future research, it is suggested to consider examining 
students’ revision and written products, as students’ perceptions of the feedback helpfulness 
do not always match their performances (Strijbos et al., 2010). Second, the fact that all the 
data was analyzed by the research independently has reduced the reliability of the results. 
Third, the study didn’t differentiate participants’ proficiency levels or degrees of exposure to 
the American culture, but they deserve attention in future studies.  
Another factor that may have limited the findings of the study is related to the data 
collection approach adopted. Some interviewees were quieter than others, and could have 
been more informative if the interviews were set up as groups instead of individuals. Future 
researchers can consider conducting focus group discussions as a data collecting method. The 
advantage of using the focus group to collect qualitative data is known as “group effect” 
(Carey, 1994). Lindlof & Taylor (2002) interpret this effect as that “in both ordinary 
conversations and guided discussions, people draw upon a shared fund of experiences.” In 
other words, experiences and ideas shared by any participant can potentially remind and 
encourage others’ memories and insights, and thus can make the discussions more interactive 
and productive. Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik & Alberts (2006) point out another benefit of using 
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focus groups as a method to gather data from vulnerable subjects in workplaces, that is, focus 
group discussions can relieve targeted employees’ sense of isolation by gathering them 
together. This benefit actually can be applied to data collection in other environments such as 
schools. For example, some interviewees think their opinions are personal and not 
representative. However, when listening to others expressing similar thoughts, they would 
feel more confident sharing their views.  
5.4.  Suggestions for Future Research 
Future investigations should look into the potential factors accounting for the shift in 
ESL writing learners’ perceptions of grammar error corrections. As technology is mentioned 
in the study as a factor that has facilitated this change, future research can delve into this 
point and explore how the changes happen and the consequent pedagogical implications. 
Recent literature in CALL (computer-assisted language learning) has suggested innovative 
possibilities of grammar teaching methods that allow learner autonomy (Gaskell and Cobb, 
2004) and “raise learner awareness” (Hegelheimer and Fisher, 2006) of grammatical 
problems. Also, in light of a decreased interest in learning grammar feedback among part of 
the ESL participants, it is meaningful to investigate what would stimulate students’ interests 
in learning CF. “Virtual peer response” (Chang, 2012) though computer-mediated 
communications such as Googledocs, wikis and blogs (Liou and Peng, 2009; Nguyen, 2012) 
has proven effective boosting learner motivation and interest in learning writing feedback. 
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Appendix A. Survey 
This survey is being conducted in an effort to find out what types of comments on your 
English writings that you believe are the most helpful in improving your English writing 
skills. Do not respond according to what you should think or do, but according to what you 
actually think or do. Remember there is no right or wrong answer to any of the questions. 
Please offer your honest opinions. All responses will remain anonymous and be used for 
research purposes only.  Thank you for your willingness to participate! 
Please check the box that best describes your situation: 
 ○ I’m a native English speaker. 
 ○ I’m a non-native English speaker. 











If you feel this item is moderately 





If you feel this item is unimportant, 





1. What amount of attention would you suggest be given to correcting your problems in 
each of the following aspects of your papers: grammar, organization, and ideas? Place an 
X in the box that best represents your opinion.  






grammar     
organization     
ideas     
 When your teacher returns a marked paper to you, how often do you carefully read the 
comments indicating your problems with: grammar, organization, and ideas? Place an X in 
the box that best represents your opinion.  
 Always Usually Occasionally Rarely Never 
grammar      
organization      
ideas      
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2. Who do you think should be primarily responsible for correcting the following types of 
problems in students' written work: grammar, organization, and ideas? Place an X in the 
box that best represents your opinion.  
 Your Teacher Student(Yourself) Your Classmates 
(Peers) 
grammar    
organization    
ideas    
Part II.  Please choose ONE answer that comes closest to representing your opinion. 
4.  Of the different types of problems that your English teacher indicates on your papers, 
which type of problems do you remember the best? 
○ marks indicating grammar errors 
○ comments on the organization 
○ comments on your ideas 
5.  Of the different types of problems that your English teacher indicates on your papers, 
which type of problems do you think is relatively the most difficult for you to avoid in 
future writings?  
○ grammar errors 
○ problems with organization 
○ issues with ideas 
6. Complete the following sentences: fill the blanks with “good”, “some”, “little” or “no”.  
 In the English 150 course this current semester, I am making: 
_________ progress in grammatical accuracy in writing.  
   _________ progress in organizing sentences and paragraphs. 
   _________ progress in expressing ideas to support opinions. 
7. Teachers use different techniques to correct student’s grammar errors. Which technique 
of the following do you prefer the most?  
○Pointing out errors and also providing corrections 
○Providing clues to errors to enable self correction by students 
○Pointing out errors only 
○Grading without indicating errors 
8. Teachers use different techniques to correct student’s grammar errors. Which technique 
of the following do you prefer the least?  
○Pointing out errors and also providing corrections 
○Providing clues to errors to enable self correction by students 
○Pointing out errors only 
○Grading without indicating errors 
Part III.  Please type your response to the following questions in the textboxes: 




10.   How do you feel when you find that your English teacher corrects only a small 
portion of the grammar errors on your papers? 
11.  How would you react if your teacher explains: as suggested by rich research evidence, 
teachers should not correct many of students’ grammar mistakes on their writings 
because it cannot help students improve their grammar skills? 
12.      On a 1-5 scale, how would you rate your native English classmates’ helpfulness to 
you based on their advice respectively on the content, organization and grammar of 
your papers?  
             1 - 5 
Content  
Organization  
Grammar   
13. On a 1-5 scale, how would you rate your non-native English classmates’ helpfulness 
to you based on their advice respectively on the content, organization and grammar of 
your papers?  
      1 - 5 
Content  
Organization  
Grammar   
14. Do you prefer to have native English students or non-native English students review 
your papers? Why? 
15.  Do you think you are a more helpful reviewer for your native English classmates or 










Appendix B. Interview 
1. Of content, grammar and organization, which aspect do you think your ENGL150 
instructor has been emphasizing the least when giving you feedback? How different is it 
from what you expected at the beginning of the semester? 
2. There are mainly three types of written feedback: grammar feedback, organization 
feedback and feedback on content. If your English teacher tells you that you can choose 
only two of the three aspects for her/him to focus on primarily when giving feedback, 
which two are you going to choose? Why? 
3. If your English teacher tells you that you can choose only one of the three aspects for 
him/her to focus on primarily when giving feedback, which one are you going to choose? 
Why? 
4. Are you satisfied with the grammar feedback you have been receiving from your 
ENGL150 instructor? Do you want him/her to focus on it more or less? Why? 
5. Of the three areas: grammar, organization and content, in which one area do you think 
you can improve quickly? Why? 
6. Of the three areas: grammar, organization and content, in which one area do you think 
you can’t improve quickly? Why? 
7. There are many ENGL150 sections open this semester. Why did you choose to enroll in a 
cross-cultural section instead of a regular section? When taking ENGL250 next semester, 
would you choose a cross-cultural section again? Why? 
8. What differences have you noticed between the feedback from your American classmates 
and international classmates? Whose papers do you think are more challenging for you to 
review? Why? 
9. Who are you more willing to exchange drafts with for your peer-response activities, your 














Appendix C. Students’ Reactions to Lots (70-100%) of Grammar Error 
Corrections 
Student # Response 
1 It is ok with me. 
2 Stupid. 
3 its good 
4 
It shows that I really have some problem in grammar in the paper. But it 
wont help me because it is like spoonfeeding, rather, highlighting the 
mistake will help a lot. 
5 Annoying 
6 
I dont feel that is good way to teach for us. It is because we are 
university students and need some help about the grammar but not only 
focus on the part. 
7 good 
8 I am ok with that and i will improve myself 
9 i can develop my english skill. 
10 
Good and bad at the same time, its bad to know you have all those 
mistakes in the first place but at the same time its helpful knowing you 
can fix those mistakes. 
11 I feel fine about it because it is helpful and I should use it more. 
12 I feel as if I need to work more on my grammer and am glad for the 
help. 
13 Not to bad its for the better 
14 good, i know what i need to improve on.  
15 I like it 
16 It kinds of help me to make corrections on next assignments 
17 
I feel really helpful because grammar errors always be my weakest 
point. 
18 
my grammar is so bad, but i am so glad that Mandy will figure out those 
problem. 
19 
Ii feel it really helping me to know more better and also be a good 
writer. 
20 I think I have to focus on the grammar errors and do better next time. 
21 Since, I'm a non native English speaker, I find grammar a bit difficult. 
Also, In India we learn British English which i feel is a way is different 
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from American English. The language and grammar should not be 
focused while grading.  
22 
I feel on the need to improve my grammar and I see carefully where they 
are so I don't make them again in the future 
23 
I don't have an issue with grammar, therefore there are not many 
corrections to be made. 
24 I feel that it is helpful. 
25 
Mad at myself first for making so many errors, but then I take another 
look and then accept and try to figure out how I can fix it for my next 
paper.  
26 that'll help me a lot 
27 A little frustrated. 
28 I should check my assignment carefully next time. 
29 I like it. 
30 I feel like I did a lot of things wrong. 
31 appreciative. 
32 I will try to figure out and check carefully next time. 
33 That the marks are necessary and help  
34 
I would feel a little bit depress. However, i know this is important for me 
to improve my english. 
35 It makes me feel  that i did a bad job on the paper. 
36 
This indicates that the teacher reads my paper carefully, however, i do 
not mean the other way around. I am happy about that. 
37 
Good. Because if the teacher never corrects the errors; I will be wrong 
for the whole life 
38 
I sometimes feel like I didn't do my best, but it helps me out more to 
know what i need to work on. 
39 I feel that I should have paid more attention to grammar when I was 
writing my paper. 
40 feel like I'm a loser 
41 I love that, it can give me some help. 
42 
I feel like it is good, and bad. Bad because I am being marked down 
points for them, but good because when I read over them I can learn 
from my mistakes  
43 yes 
44 she points out what needs to be corrected, but sometimes does not corret 
it. 
45 
I don't have any particular feelings. I'm glad I guess but I hardly ever 
have grammar errors in my papers. 
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46 Nothing really, i just messed up some. 
47 
That I didnt take my time in reading my paper thourally enough before 
turning it in. 
48 disappointed 
49 
I feel informed and appreciate the attention that he/she puts into grading 
my paper as long as information is provided to me on how to correct my 
errors  
50 I feel that I have a lot to improve. 
51 I think i need to pay more attention to the grammar. 
52 Appreciate it very much. 
53 I need to improve myself. 
54 I feel excited and happy for teacher has paid attention on my assgnment. 
55 It's nice t see correct answers. 
56 I feel very bad. But on other side, I can see my mistakes, when I do next 
time, I wont be do it twice: that will increase my grade. 
57 That that isn't my paper because I don't mess that stuff up often. 
58 Good since I knwo the teacher is actually grading the paper. 
59 
Then I have a lot that had to pay attention to, and I will check which 
kind of mistakes I made most of them. 
60 Like I'm an idiot. 
61 
That apparently I don't have good grammar skills, or I missed 
something. 
62 Good. 
63 I feel that I need to work on that more. 
64 That I make mistakes, and need to do better next time. 
65 Good! Then I know exactly what is wrong + what I need to change. 
66 Like it has affected the reading of the paper and thus made the paper 
worse. 
67 I feel like I didn't work hard enough to review my grammar before 
turning in my paper. 








Appendix D. Students’ Reactions to a Few (0-30%) Grammar Error 
Corrections 
Student # Response 
1 She should check more of your paper. 
2 Good. 
3 its also good 
4 
its okay to correct small portions as long as the mistakes are at least 
highlighted so I can do my own corrections. 
5 Enjoys it 
6 We still need to make sure the grammar part if it can be confusing to us. 
7 confused 
8 i will think the teacher perhaps is focus on my content. 
9 feel bad. i can correct the grammar errors with my friends' help. and i need yo 
know how i can write a good paper 
10 Do not like it because it makes me feel that those are the only mistakes 
in your whole paper and that you do not have any more mistakes. 
11 It does not really bother me, as long as she is putting in some effort to 
help me I am ok with it. 
12 I find it not as helpful and then I think that things that are wrong and 
actually right. 
13 I would rather she correct them all 
14 that there is always something more that i can improve on 
15 I dislike it 
16 not good 
17 It will seems she did not pay attention to my paper. 
18 ^-^ 
19 awesome. Beacause i think am really doing well on my grammer 
20 I think my grammar is better than before. 
21 I feel good when they focus less on grammar. As long as the ideas and 
the Content are very well the paper/assignment should be fine. 
22 I feel that the teacher really doesn't care about the grammar so I don't 
feel in the need to improve and not pay really attention to it 
23 I don't have an issue with grammar, therefore there are not many 
corrections to be made. 




I would prefer if they corrected everything that was grammatically 
wrong because if only a bit is corrected then I'm going to think that 
everything I said was grammatically correct.  
26 i will not know the other grammar mistakes 
27 No feel. 
28 it's good. 
29 It's okay. 
30 Like the teacher did it wrong. 
31 uncertain if i have made more errors that just werent corrected or 
actually had very few. 
32 I am very happy about that. 
33 Indifferent 
34 If i found out that my English teacher only correct a small portion of my 
grammar mistake,i would feel that she is not a responsible teacher. 
35 It makes me feel the grammar of my paper was overall good. 
36 
I appreciate that my teacher correct my grammar mistakes, but by doing 
so, i would not be able to know how many grammar problems that i 
have in the same paper. It still helps my studying, but i would like to see 
at least most of the mistakes being marked out. 
37 Good. Because that means that I am making progress on my writing skill 
38 
Then I feel like i didn't do so bad and there's not much i need to work 
on. 
39 
Either that I did very well and focused on the grammar as I wrote my 
paper or that the teacher didn't pay close attention to it. 
40 you gotta be kidding, it can't be only one error  
41 i want to get more information from teacher. 
42 
I dont see that as helpful because I may keep doing the same thing 
wrong and never learn the correct way.  
43 i feel so confusing of the other part of my essay?i wonder is it still have 
a lot problem in the other portion? 
44 I feel kind of mad becasue when I turn in the next version of the paper, I 
will get so errors that will affect my grades. 
45 I don't really have a problem with that. 
46 Nothing really, i just messed up some. 
47 I think its fine... It shows me what to look for. 
48 thats ok and couraging 
49 that the teacher hasnt paid much attention to my paper  
50 Feel good and think that I have improved 
51 I will ask her for her direction to correct the errors. 
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52 I may feel confused about other part. 
53 I did a not bad job. 
54 It's OK. 
55 That usually means you did pretty good. 
56 
Maybe I really did good, or taecher didn't read carefully. I will ask 
teacher which reason she/he made it. 
57 I would feel like the teacher isn't doing their job. 
58 Good since I didn't make many errors. 
59 He/She is not fully paying attention to my paper. 
60 Like she's not doing her job and I'm not learning as much as I could. 
61 That either I am smart or she missed something. 
62 I don't feel well. 
63 I feel that I did a good job on the paper. 
64 I wouldn't know, because my English teacher has never done that. 
65 Confused, then I'm not sure exactly what I did wrong. 
66 Good, it makes it seem like I actually know all the grammar usages. 
67 
It makes me feel like I did a good job reviewing my grammar before 
turning in my paper. 























Appendix E. Students’ Reactions to a Research Findings 
Student 
# Response 
1 That is not true. 
2 I would positively react. 
3 no, thats not true 
4 I think to certain degree it is true. but the teacher should offer help when 
the student express cluelessness to the lecturer. 
5 It will just aggravate students 
6 It is right however sometimes the teachers should point out some 
grammar that most student do wrong. 
7 I might agree 
8 
i will not  agree with that.Correcting gramma is necessary for students 
to improve themselves. However for international students, they need 
more time to improve grammar than local students, therefore grammar 
should not be counted as a big part of grading.   
9 it is ok. 
10 i think that is bad 
11 I would still like some corrections 
12 
I think that's right and wrong. A student needs to learn on their own and 
learn from their mistakes, but help from a teacher always helps a student 
in the right direction. 
13 . 
14 you should always correct them as much as possible 
15 should point out all errors 
16 it also helpful if teacher gave us some part of corrections 
17 That is totally wrong. Grammar is really important and we have to pay 
attention to our grammar 
18 so he or she is a bad teacher, if they didn't do it, they will useless in the 
class 
19 I think its really helps most of the student for correcting their grammer 
error 
20 
I don't agree with this point , I think this is very important for students to 
improve. 
21 I feel grammar should not be focused much. 
22 
Pointing grammar errors can help, because students can see where they 
are and not to make it again in the future 
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23 I don't care. 
24 I feel that that statement is wrong. 
25 
I'd say that's wrong cause depending on the student, they could really 
benefit from it. 
26 pointing out the grammar 
27 Nothing to me. 
28 
I think it is helpful. Pointing out the mistakes that students can avoid 
them in their assignment next time. It is actually helpful and useful. 
29 I don't think so. 
30 No they should because they wont know they are making mistakes.  




33 It makes sense to me. Too many corrections just frustrate students, and 
too little marks means the student won't worry about it as much.  
34 
I would not disagree with her. Even though i had my grammar mistake 
corrected by others, my grammar did not improve alot. However, this 
helps me to think more carefully about my grammar every time i wrote 
an essay. 
35 
I think that is a terrible idea people can't learn from their mistakes if they 
don't know how to fix those mistakes. 
36 
I think that's totally reasonable. Letting other people(teachers, partners) 
do what we(students) suppose to do can easily makes us lazy. I agree 
with the study and think we should do so.  
37 
I think the teacher must help students to correct their grammar errors. 
Otherwise we don't know what is wrong in the paper. Student's job is 
remember the errors and try to avoid next times 
38 
It does help with students grammar skills because they understand what 
they did wrong and how to fix it for the next time around 
39 
I disagree because when students see their corrections it will help them 
in the future. 
40 have no idea 
41  Maybe it is right, however, I think that also can have bad effect. 
42 I would react by saying that it helps the students who actually want to do 
better in writing because they look at the errors and correct them.  
43 i think it should be teacher's responsibility to improve students grammar 
skills. 






I guess I would agree. I don't really pay attention to grammar corrections 
anyway. 
46 
I would argue of how debatable that would be, from the point of view of 
'visual learners' even if it doesn't affect me. 
47 
I guess it wouldnt bother me.  I am here to learn not to judge if they are 
teaching me correctly. 
48 ya maybe 
49 I would think that the student wouldnt know how to fix their errors then 
50 If teachers could not correct grammar mistakes, students will not know 
what they did wrong 
51 
I think grammar mistakes is influence the whole paper. No one wants to 
read a paper that full of grammar mistakes. Sometimes it will misdirect 
the main idea.  
52 That's true but people are different. 
53 I get confuse. 
54 I'll take it seriously and look for correct ways. 
55 I would say their wrong. 
56 
I don't think it's right. Because I will never know where I am wrong, 
where I did the mistakes. 
57 I would disagree with their findings. 
58 If that's the case (words unrecognizable), whatever allows me to learn. 
59 
You are responsible for this course, and you should pay enough attention 
to my paper to correct the mistakes, so I know where I am wrong. It's 
OK for the papers after going through several assignments. 
60 
1). Rich research doesn't imply correct research. 2). if your not going to 
correct mistakes why should I take the time to write them, and you to 
grade them. 
61 I would say she is crazy. 
62 
I don't think so. If teachers don't correct the mistakes, students don't 
know how to correct them, and few students will ask the teachers why 
they get wrong. 
63 I think they should correct the grammar errors. 
64 I wouldn't understand how they would learn from them then. 
65 
I would say maybe some students, but I learn best when everything is 
laid out before me. Then I know exactly what I did wrong and what to 
fix. 
66 I think it's wrong, it is helpful as long as you explain why it's wrong. 
67 I would not like that because I feel there is no better way to learn 
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grammar than to try and then realize my mistakes and do it right the next 
time. 
68 
I think that will be less helpful. 



































Appendix F. Students’ Choices of Peer Response Partners 
Student 
# Response 
1 Native, i feel they better understand english writing. 
2 The non-natives actually seem smarter on organization and context, but 
not grammer. So, I would choose the non-natives. 
3 none, without the knowledge they cant really do that 
4 
I dont really mind any because it helps when in a group, I can help 
people who are less proficient in english than me, and people better than 
me can help me. 
5 Both. Cause different opinions would be more valuable 
6 both are students so it does not really helpful to me. 
7 native English, the grammer is better so it seems to overall help 
8 
Native english students if they are willing to talk to those students whoes 
english are not very well.  
9 
both. native student can tell me a lot of information. while, non-native 
students can help me correct the grammar error 
10 native because they have been around the language longer 
11 
I do not care at all who grades it, everyone can give you some sort of 
help and advice. 
12 
Native English students because they understand more and can really 
give more thorough feed back about something. 
13 Just read over the material and give some good advise. 
14 Both, you need different points of views 
15 Native 
16 yes, I prefer to review papers 
17 Yes. They help me a lot. 
18 yes, be friends 
19 Yes, I think not every English student have all the knoowledge of 
english. So i will love to alloe both of them to review my papers 
20 
I prefer native English students, because I am a non-native English 
student, I think it's better to hear from their opinions. 
21 
I would like a native english studnt to correct my paper so that I would 
know my mistake from a different background. 
22 
I think it is better to have non-native so I can have a completely different 
perspective from what I know (I know native english students' 






Native English Speakers, the non-native students are not as able to give 
good feedback because English isn't their first language. 
24 
I prefer to have a native English student review my paper because they 
know more about grammar and english. they know how to correct things 
that right way and what to correct. 
25 
I like having both. Native speakers can help with grammar and the 
non-native speakers can help with organization.  
26 native English students, because they can point out the gramma mistakes 
27 
native, their edition and suggestion is more helpful really. And they can 
also find more grammer errors for me. 
28 yes. It sometimes give me different views of the assignment and help me 
think a lot. 
29 Yes, I think it is good for my English. 
30 Native English because non-native English students don't always know 
what is right or wrong. 
31 i don't have a preference but i get more feedback from native speakers 
32 Native English students. Because he or she can correct my paper better. 
33 Either will do as long as they have the necessary skills to make 
corrections 
34 
Native English students, they are supposedly better in English compared 
to non native English student. 
35 
I like to have one of each because I get a review on more the grammar 
and content and another review on content, organization, and how well 
some one from any background can understand the paper. 
36 
It doesn't matter for me. All i think it matters is that a different person 
could have a distinct perspective that would help me improve my 
writing skills.  
37 
native English students can be helpful when they are finding the 
grammar errors. non-native English students can be helpful on the 
contents of the papers. because they can give the writer different 
perspective 
38 
I prefer native english students review my papers because non native 
students do not speak english as well and may think something 
completely different 
39 
I prefer native English students just because from experience they 
provide more feedback. 
40 same, not different at all 





native English students because they have known the language longer 
and have been around the language all the time  
43 
i prefer native English students to review my paper cause i think they 
have much better grammar skill than I, and then they can find out much 
errors in my essay. 
44 I perfer a native english student correcting my paper. 
45 
I like them both because the non-native english students have good ideas 
for content but native english speakers have good advice on organization 
and grammar of my paper. 
46 Either or, they both give insightful views on content and the like. 
47 both... Non native ussually have more to say about the thoughts and 
content where as native only really focus on grammar. 
48 native 
49 i dont mind either, if i can help i enjoy helping  
50 I prefer both so I will get review from different perspectives. 
51 Yes. 
52 Both would be the best. Because different people from different area 
have different and more interesting ideas. 
53 Of COURSE native English student. I am not good at grammar. 
54 I preder native Engilsh speakers. They are more professional. 
55 English, because it's native language. 
56 
I prefer native English students. Because their English skill and level are 
above me. I want to get improved. 
57 English students. They understand the language and can read it better. 
58 
Native English students since they can help me with many aspects of the 
paper. 
59 Both. I like opinions from both kinds of students. All good. 
60 Native English students. I feel more comfortable having someone whose 
first language is English reviewing my paper. 
61 English because I understand theirs better, and that helps me. 
62 
Native English students. Because they are native speakers and they can 
point out my grammar mistake, and they can share their diferent ideas 
with me. 
63 Doesn't matter to me as long as they understand what's being said. 
64 It doesn't matter to me, because I will get a helpful response either way. 
65 
Native English students. They are better at communicating problems and 
errors. 
66 Native English students because they have had more practice with 
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English and can help find problems easier. 
67 
Native English students, because we are on the same level as far as 
understanding grammar and writing techniques and terms. 
68 
Because English is their native language. They have more ideas than 
non-native English students on writing. 






























Appendix G. Students’ Evaluations of Their Effectiveness of Reviewers 
Student 
# Response 
1 Nonnative they might need more help than a native english speaker. 
2 I am better for grammer with the non-natives, and the same with content 
and grammer for both groups. 
3 i do not think i am qualifed 
4 non native. I am not as good in english as most native speakers while 
some non native english speakers might or might no require my help. 
5 Both. 
6 no, because I am really bad at English. That is all. My English skill does 
never help people. 
7 neither, i correct them the same 
8 
non-native English classmates, because usually they can find more 
mistakes in the eessay than native english classmates.  
9 native. they know how to write a nice paper 
10 for native because usually it is easier to point out the mistakes 
11 
I do not think that I am a very good reviewer because I do not consider 
myself a good person who can write papers. 
12 
Non-native English classmates because they learn a lot from someone 
else that knows more about english and can give them more points. 
13 
Maybe in some reason.  But the non native speakers have great ideas as 
well. 
14 both, i want everyone to get a good grade 
15 Both I am just not good with grammer 
16 kind of  
17 Sometimes, because i am a non-native English classmate, so sometimes i 
will not able to figure any grammar problems 
18 yes , i could enhance my reading.  
19 Yes, because its really help me to be a good writer. 
20 
I think I am a more helpful reviewer for native English speakers, 
because though their grammar is perfect, their organization and content 
sometimes are some kind not right, but I am very good at this. 
21 Yes, I explain my point of veiw or my way of improving their paper. 
22 
I think I could be a more helpful reviewer for non-native english so I can 
help them improve on the native english environment, and also see their 




There is no difference as to how I peer review. It is sometimes more 
difficult to peer review non-native student's papers because their 
grammar is not very good and I find it difficult to review the entire paper 
in the length of time given. 
24 
I think that i am good for both. because i'm able to correct the right thing 
and how to correct it. 
25 
Non-native because I can show them why certain rules don't apply 
towards writing papers.  
26 non-native, coz i am non-native speaker 
27 
More helpful reviewer for non-native English classmates. Of course, 
native English classmates' paper are better than me.  And I can hardly 
find errors or worse constent for them. 
28 Sometimes i cannot help them with grammar . 
29 Yes, I think I am carefully. 
30 Non-native English classmates because they normally have a few more 
mistakes. 
31 equal for both 
32 I am not sure about that. 
33 I am more helpful to English speakers because it is easier to 
communicate with what they are doing wrong. 
34 i think its the same for both 
35 
I think I am better at review non-native English classmates because I can 
point out small details but not much else. 
36 I think it is about the same.  
37 
native English classmates. Because I can give them a different 
perspective 
38 
I think im more helpful for a non native English classmate because they 
are still learning english and still need help understanding how to form a 
sentence in a certain order 
39 I am evenly helpful. 
40 have no idea 
41 native. That can tell me some native way to write better 
42 I think i am more helpful to non-native english classmates because 
sometimes they may not know the correct way.  
43 i have no idea 
44 yes, becasue I might know some stuff than the other people don't know 
how to do. 
45 I am equally helpful I suppose. I help the non native english students 
with their grammar while I help the native english students with their 
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content and ideas. 
46 
non-native for the reason that i can help them with their grammar more 
easily. 
47 I believe I am more help to the non native's. 
48 ya may be they use english for many years 
49 i try my best to help them so yes i do 
50 
I think I am more helpful reviewer for non-native english classmates 
because it is hard to find the mistakes done by native english classmates. 
51 No, I think i need more help. 
52 For non-native English classmates because I am a non-Native English 
speaker. 
53 I can get help from both. 
54 Yes(non-native students). 
I take that seriously. 
55 Native, because I understand what their saying better. 
56 
(from context: non-Native). Because sometimes maybe I don't 
understand the word in their paper. So I can't understand what does it 
mean and what purpose they want to express. 
57 blank.. 
58 Definitely English native classmates, since it's easier to communicate. 
59 
No. I can't really fnid out too much problems. But when after ppl read it, 
they probablly will note that. 
60 
I might be more helpful grammar wise but other than that I probably 
give about the same amount of input as anyone else. 
61 I am not sure, I try to give my best opinion to everyone. 
62 Native English classmates, share different ideas with them. 
63 I think I am a good reviewere and I try to help them with the best I can. 
64 Non-native, because I think I can clarify things really well for them. 
65 Nonnative. I can show them proper ways to write in English and really 
help them with grammar issues. 
66 
I feel like I can help with organization and content well, but grammar is 
harder for me, but I feel like I am more help to non-native English 
students. 
67 
I believe I am helpful to both native and non-native English classmates. 
There isn't a difference when I am correcting/reviewing someone's 
paper. 
68 Yes. I always go to the writing help center. 
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